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ABSTRACT 
This t h e s i s  proposes a  r e d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t he  A / A Y  dichotomy, a  concept 
c e n t r a l  t o  the  P r i n c i p l e  and Parameter model o f  syntax developed by 
Chomsky (1981,82,85,86,89) and others.  It i s  argued t h a t  i n  a  model 
which incorporates recent hypotheses concerning t h e  bas ic  s t r u c t u r e  o f  
clauses, such as the  VP-internal sub jec t  hypothesis and the  Spl i t - INFL 
hypothesis,  t he  A / A '  dichotomy i s  inadequate t o  p rope r l y  account f o r  t h e  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  and p rope r t i es  o f  chains created by Move a. The c e n t r a l  
c l a im  o f  t h i s  t h e s i s  (Chapter 11) 1s t h a t  t he  dichotomy re levant  t o  t he  
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  chains types should be expressed i n  terms o f  t he  
ion  between [+HR] and [-HR] p o s i t i o n s  which a re  de f ined as 
a  Head Related p o s i t i o n  ( [ +  HR]) i f f  
i s  a  s i s t e r  t o  XO o r  t o  X ' ,  i . e ,  a i s  a  s p e c i f i e r  o r  
complement i n  the  X '  t h e o r e t i c  sense. 
d i s t i n c t  
f o l  lows: 
A. a i s  
a 
a  
B. a i s  a  non-Head-Related p o s i t i o n  ([-HRI) otherwise 
Chapter I i s  a  b r i e f  overview o f  the  evidence f o r  the  VP-internal 
sub jec t  hypothesis and the  Spl i t - INFL hypothesis,  p rov id ing  the  
t h e o r e t i c a l  background against  which t h i s  t h e s i s  i s  set .  Chapter I 1  
discusses t h e  var ious  p rope r t i es  o f  s y n t a c t i c  p o s i t i o n s  and the  c l u s t e r s  
o f  p rope r t i es  which i d e n t i f y  two d i s t i n c t  types o f  chains. The c e n t r a l  
c l a i m  o f  the  t h e s i s  i s  motivated i n  t h i s  chapter. 
Chapter I11 i s  an i n  depth c r o s s l i n g u i s t i c  study o f  t he  movement o f  
ob jec ts  (scrambling and Ob jec t - sh i f t ) .  I t  i s  shown t h a t  t he  chains 
created by ob jec t  movement have p rope r t i es  cha rac te r i s , t i c  o f  [+HRl 
chains. Object movement I s  analyzed as movement t .  t he  Spec of t h e  
var ious  func t i ona l  projec:t ions made a v a i l a b l e  under t h e  Spl i t - INFL 
hypothesis.  I t  i s  shown that ob jec t  movement t o  [+HR l  p o s i t i o n s  i s  
constra ined by the  movement of verbal  heads, a  c o n s t r a i n t  which i s  
argued t o  f o l l o w  from the  ECP given a  dynamic no t i on  o f  M in ima l i t y .  A 
cons idera t ion  of p rope r t i es  of the  German/Dutch M i t t e l f e l d  scrambling 
leads us t o  suggest t h a t  a  b ina ry  p a r t i t i o n  o f  p o s i t i o n s  and chains may 
be i n s u f f i c i e n t .  We i d e n t i f y  a  t h i r d  t ype  of  cha in  which has mixed 
p r o p e r t i e s  and suggest t h a t  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  t ype  o f  cha in  i s  c rea ted  by 
movement t o  [+HR, -Case] p o s i t i o n s .  
Chapter I V  cons iders  WH-movement ([-HRI chains)  and t h e  t heo ry  o f  t h e  
ECP. I t  i s  argued t h a t  c o n t r a r y  t o  recent  assumptions;, WH-movement i s  
n o t  always movement t o  ( o r  through)  t h e  Spec o f  CP (which i n  ou r  view i s  
a  [ + H R l  p o s i t i o n  comparable t o  t h e  Spec o f  o the r  f u n c t i o n a l  
p r o j e c t i o n s ) .  The Spec of  CP 1s a v a i l a b l e  o n l y  f o r  sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n s ;  
o t h e r  WH-extractions a re  ad junc t i ons  t o  CP. T h i s  proposal  accounts f o r  
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  que/qui a l t e r n a t i o n  o f  t h e  French complementizer (and 
s i m i l a r  a l t e r n a t i o n s  i n  o the r  languages) i s  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  sub jec t  
e x t r a c t i o n s  and i s  imposs ib le  o therwise.  The l a s t  par, t  o f  Chapter I V  i s  
devoted t o  Subjacency. The d i f f e rence  between ECP anc' Subjacency 
v i o l a t i o n s  i s  de r i ved  from a recu rs i ve  a p p l i c a t i o n  of  t h e  ECP a f t e r  
t r a c e  d e l e t i o n .  That i s  ECP a p p l i e s  tw i ce :  f i r s t  a t  S -s t ruc tu re  and then  
a t  LF, a f t e r  t r a c e  d e l e t i o n .  The i n t u i t i v e  idea behind t h i s  proposal  i s  
t h a t  cha ins  which v i o l a t e  t h e  ECP bo th  a t  S-s t ruc tu re  and a t  LF l ead  t o  
s t r onge r  jugements o f  ungrammat ica l i ty  ( i . e .  , s tandard ECP v i o l a t i o n s ) .  
Chains which v i o l a t e  t h e  ECP o n l y  a t  S -s t ruc tu re  lead t o  m i l d  jugements 
o f  ungramrnat ica l i ty  ( i . e . ,  standard Subjacency v i o l a t i o n s ) .  Fu r the r  
d i s t i n c t i o n s  ( i n  t h i s  case, between weak and s t r o n g  Subjacency 
v i o l a t i o n s )  a re  account~!d f o r  i n  terms o f  a  c a l c u l u s  o f  b a r r i e r  f o r ce .  
We f o l l o w  Chomsky (1989 )  i n  assumming t h a t  o b l i g a t o r y  t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  i n  
non-homogeneous ope ra to r - va r i ab le  chains i s  due t o  t h e  P r i n c i p l e  o f  F u l l  
I n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  Th i s  hypothes is  i s  shown t o  have e m p i r i c a l  consequences 
f o r  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s .  
Thes is  Superv isor :  David M-Pesetsky 
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I n  the "p r i nc i p l e  and parameters" model o f  syntact ic  theory, it i s  
standardly assumed tha t  the s t ruc ture  o f  a clause i s  as i n  (1): 
(1) [IP NP [ I S  I [ V P  VNP ] ] ] 
Given t h i s  s t ruc ture ,  and the general assumption t ha t  i n  UG most 
re la t ions  have a very loca l  character two questions ar ise:  
1) How i s  the NP/IP re la ted t o  the verb which assigns i t s  9-role? 
2) How i s  the verb associated w i th  INFL, the category which 
contains i t s  i n f l e c t i o n a l  features 
Various answers have been given t o  these two questions w i t h i n  the 
p r i n c i p l e  and parameter framework. As we w i l l  see, both the VP- 
internal-Subject hypothesis and the S p l i t  INFL hypothesis are i n  f ac t  
new answers t o  these two o l d  problems. 
1 . 1  The VP i n t a r n a l - s u b j e i c t  
hypothesis 
A number o f  proposals i n  the syntact ic  l i t e r a t u r e  o f  recent years 
converge on the fo l low ing  hypothesis: the sentent ia l  subject i s  
generated a t  D-structure w i t h i n  the maximal p ro jec t ion  o f  the verb 
(Kuroda (1986), K i  tagawa ( 1986), Fukui and Speas ( 1986), Koopman 
(1 988), Koopman and Sportiche (19851, ( 1988) among others. I .  According 
t o  t h i s  hypothesis, the D-structure representat ion o f  the sentence I n  
( 2 )  i s  as i n  ( 3 ) : .  
(2) Mary saw Max 
I P 
/ \ 
I ,
/ \ 
I V* 
/ \ 
NP* V ' 
I 
I / \ 
V NP 
I I I 
1 I I 
Mary saw Max 
A basic tenet  o f  the VP-internal hypothesis (VPS) i s  t ha t  subjects, 
l i k e  objects are 0-marked w i th in  the maximal p ro jec t ion  o f  the verb. 
Thus NP* i s  a theta-posit ion. It i s  assumed by most proponant o f  the 
(VPS) however, t ha t  1n languages such as English and French, NP* 1s 
not  a Case marked pos i t ion.  A consequence o f  t h i s  eissumption i s  t ha t  
a t  S-structure the NP* must ra ise  t o  the Spec I P  pos i t i on  where 1 t  
receives Case from Agr i n  INFL. Under t h i s  view the S-strucure o f  ( 2 )  
/ 
NP 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
Mary 
I '
/ \ 
I VP 
/ \ 
NP V* 
/ \  
! V  \ 
I I 
I I NP 
I I 
I I I 
t saw Max 
1. The s p i r i t  o f  t h i s  " ra is ing"  analysis can be traced back t o  
Fi lmore's (1968) i r i  the framework o f  Case grammar and t o  Me 
Cawley's proposal t ha t  Engl ish has an underlying V-S-0 order. 
Various empir ical arguments have been put f o r t h  i n  support o f  t h i s  
hypothesis some o f  which we review i n  what fol lows. But f i r s t  and 
foremost the VP-Internal-subject hypothesis has been argued f o r  on the 
basis o f  the conceptual s imp l i f i ca t i on  i t  al lows w i th  respect t o  
various modules o f  the theory such as Theta-theory, and X '  theory. 
1.1.1 Theoretical arguments f o r  VPS 
As argued by Chomsky (1986) and many others, the canonical r e l a t i o n  o f  
the ta  assignment between X and Y requires sisterhoold. Although t h i s  
requirement i s  s t ra ight forward ly  met i n  the case o f  a verb and i t s  
complement, the not ion o f  sisterhood must be extended t o  account f o r  
theta-assignment t o  the subject under the standard clause s t ruc tu re  
( I ) ,  so as t o  ignore intermediate pro jec t ions o f  INFL. Chomsksy 
(1986)b. proposes the fo l low ing  extension o f  sisterhood: 
(5 )  a and I3 are s i s t e r s  i f  and only i f  they are dominated 
by the same l ex i ca l  pro jec t ions 
The requirement t ha t  the p ro jec t ion  be " l e x i c a l "  al'lows t o  bypass INFL 
i n  simple sentences. But since INFL can contain lex'lcal mater ia l  (such 
as the a u x i l i a r i e s  o r  the modals i n  Engl ish), the needed extension o f  
the  not ion o f  sisterhood cannot s t ra ight forward ly  r o l y  on di f ferences 
between l e x i c a l  and funct iona l  categories. Aside t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  
problem, i t  has been argued by Fukul (1986) t ha t  such an extension o f  
the not ion of sisterhood leads t o  some empir ical  problems. It i s  thus 
qu i te  undesirable. Under the VPS, no such extension o f  the not ion o f  
sisterhood i s  required and theta-assignment can be general ly assumed 
t o  proceed under s t r i c t  sisterhood and/or under government. Thus the 
VPS avoids a unneeded complication i n  the d e f i n i t i o n  o f  "sisterhood" 
and al lows a s imp l i f i ca t i on  i n  the module o f  &theory. 
I t  has been argued by Chomsky (1981) and Marantz (1984) among others, 
t ha t  there i s  an asymmetry between &ro le  assignment t o  a complement 
and 6-role assignment t o  a subject: the 9 r o l e  o f  a subject i s  
determined "compositic~na11y" by the Verb and i t s  i n t e rna l  argument. 
This asymmetry has been argued t o  support the d i s t i n c t i o n  establ ished 
i n  the GB model between d i r e c t  9-marking (&marking o f  a complement by 
i t s  head) and I nd i r ec t  9-marking (&marking by an XP). Such an 
asymmetry however can be eas i l y  transposed t o  a model Incorporat ing 
the VSP: su f f i ces  i t  t o  assume tha t  the subject 6-role i s  assigned by 
some p ro jec t ion  (segment) o f  V which includes the complement but 
excludes the ~ u b j e c t 3 . ~ .  Ceteris paribus, the VPS appears t o  be 
simpler and t o  cause no loss of s i g n i f i c a n t  d is t inc t ions .  
Another s i m p l i c i t y  argument which has been advanced i n  support o f  the 
VPS involves considerat ions r e l a t i v e  t o  X '  theory (Kuroda 1986). The 
2. We re fe r  the reader t o  Fukui (1986) f o r  a de ta i led  discussion. 
3. The terms exclusion here 1s not t o  be understood i n  the technical  
sense given t o  i t  by Chomsky (1986)b. 
4. This would be accomplished simply by assuming t ha t  the requirement 
f o r  9-marklng i s  c-command. Perhaps, more general ly, the not ion o f  
government should be defined i n  terms o f  c-command ra ther  than m- 
command. See Chapter I V  sect ion 4.3.1 f o r  a discussion o f  t h i s  
issue. 
leading idea behind X '  theory i s  the proposal t ha t  a l l  categories have 
essen t ia l l y  the same structure.  But although it i s  assumed tha t  most 
categories such as IP, CP, AP and NP have spec i f ie rs ,  no r o l e  i s  given 
i n  the theory t o  the spec i f i e r  o f  VP5. Thus i n  some sense VP appears 
t o  be a  "defect ive" category. The VPS corrects t h i s  defectiveness and 
makes VP s im i l a r  t o  other project ions.  With respect t o  X'theory, the 
assumption t ha t  there ex is ts  a  spec i f i e r  o f  the VP p ro jec t ion  i s  i n  
f a c t  the n u l l  hypothesis. 
The general s t ruc tu re  o f  the s i m p l i c i t y  arguments f o r  VPS i s  the 
fo l lowing:  the VPS allows some s imp l i f i ca t i on  i n  some module o f  the 
theory. While s i m p l i c i t y  arguments are never strong,, since p r inc ip les  
should be as complex as they need be (notewitstanding considerations 
o f  elegance and s i m p l i c i t y  whose metr ics are o f ten  a rb i t r a r y ) ,  i t  i s  
qu i t e  c lear  t ha t  the arguments given above have a t  'least the e f f e c t  o f  
s h i f t i n g  the burden o f  proof t o  advocates o f  the standard clause 
s t ruc tu re  given i n  (1 ) .  Given t h i s  s i tua t ion ,  one can i n  f a c t  assume 
t h a t  unless there are evidence t o  the contrary, the VPS i s  the n u l l  
hypothesis. 
1.1.2 Variants o f  the VPS 
There are several var iants  o f  the VPS which d i f f e r  essen t ia l l y  on the 
question o f  how const i tuents are organized w i th in  the VP project ion.  
----------- 
5. The not ion o f  spec i f i e r  i s  t o  be understood here as a pos i t i on  
which i s  the s i s t e r  o f  an X '  project ion.  
Kuroda (1986) and Kitagawa (1986) assume tha t  the subject i s  the 
spec i f i e r  o f  VP and thus t ha t  i n  ( 4 )  V* = V ' .  Sportiche and Koopman 
(1985) (1988) on the other hand assume tha t  the subject i s  adjoined t o  
the maximal p ro jec t ion  of VP and thus t ha t  i n  ( 4 )  V* = VP. F i na l l y ,  
Fukui and Speas propose t ha t  l e x i c a l  categories d i f f e r  from funct iona l  
categories i n  never p ro jec t ing  up t o  the X "  level .  I n  t h e i r  view, V* = 
V and there i s  no VP project ion.  I n  the chapters t o  come (see i n  
pa r t i cu l a r  Chapter 111 sect ion 3 . 3 . 5 . 1 ) ,  we w i l l  argue t ha t  VP i s  a  
b a r r i e r  f o r  ce r ta in  types o f  objects movement. Since the not ion o f  
ba r r ie rs  i s  defined i n  terms o f  maximal projections; ( X "  l e ve l ) ,  we 
must assume tha t  V p ro jec ts  a  maximal pro jec t ion.  Thus we do not adopt 
Fukui and Speas's proposal. 
Koopman and Sport iche's (1988) proposal t h a t  the subject i s  generated 
outside the VP project ion,  i s  based on an analysis o f  object  
ex t rac t ions i n  Dutch.They argue t ha t  objects move t o  the spec i f i e rs  o f  
VP, a  pos i t i on  i n  which i t  i s  assigned Case. We discuss t h i s  issue i n  
Chapter 111, where we show tha t  the data can be reanalyzed i n  terms o f  
movement o f  objects t o  the spec i f i e r  o f  a funct iona l  pro jec t ion.  Given 
t h i s  proposal, the idea t ha t  I n  t r a n s i t i v e  VP, the Spec o f  VP must be 
preserved as a  possib le landing s i t e  f o r  movement o f  the ob ject  i s  no 
longer necessary6. The simplest view i s  then t o  assume tha t  the 
subject i s  generated as the spec i f i e r  o f  VP, a  proposal we adopt'. 
----------- 
6. I n  f ac t ,  the assumption t ha t  the VP spec i s  ava i lab le  f o r  movement 
i n  t r a n s i t i v e  and i n t r a n s i t i v e  construct ions i s  problematic i n  our 
view, since it would permit an "escape hatch" f o r  object  movement. 
7. I n  chapter 11, we re tu rn  t o  a  discussion o f  argument pro jec t ion and 
o f  the not ion o f  spec i f i e r .  We w i l l  adopt the view o f  argument 
p ro jec t ion  proposed by Richard Larson (1988). 
Variants o f  the VPS a lso d i f f e r  w i th  respect t o  the d i r ec t i on  i n  which 
the subject i s  assumed t o  be generated w i t h i n  the VP project ion.  For 
Koopman and Sportiche, the d i r ec t i on  o f  the VP subj'act remains 
unspecif ied and i s  assumed t o  be determined parametr ical ly  by 
/ 
independent p r i nc i p l es  o f  l i near i sa t ion .  Kitagawa (1986) proposes on 
the contrary t ha t  the pos i t i on  o f  the subject i s  determined by the 
d i r e c t i o n a l i t y  o f  theta-marking, a p r i n c i p l e  argued f o r  independently 
by Stowell (1981) and Travis (1984). Since the d i r e c t i o n a l i t y  o f  9- 
marking 1s t o  the r i g h t  i n  English as shown by the pos i t i on  o f  the 
object ,  a consequence o f  Kitagawa's proposal 1s t h a t  VP-internal 
subjects i n  English are generated as r i g h t  branchinlg s i s t e r s  o f  V ' .  
Thus f o r  Kitagawa, the D-structure o f  ( 2 )  I s  as i n  (6 ) :  
(6 1 I P 
/ \ 
I ' 
/ \ 
VP 
/ \ 
V NP 
/ \  ; 
V NP 
I I I 
I I I 
saw Max Mary 
Support f o r  t h i s  hypothesis i s  drawn from an analysts o f  so ca l led  
'extraposed" clauses i n  Engl ish which show ove r t l y  the assumed D- 
s t ruc tu re  order. In Kitagawa's view, "extraposed" clauses are i n  f a c t  
generated i n  the Spec VP pos i t i on  and are allowed t o  remain there a t  
S -s t ruc~ure  because, contrary t o  NP, clauses do not require Case 
(Stowel 1 1981 )-. 
Several l i n g u i s t s  have adopted Kitagawa's hypothesis t ha t  subjects can 
be generated as a r i g h t  branching s i s t e r  o f  the 
inverted subjects i n  Romance languages (Bonet ( 
VP t o  account f o r  
988), Sportiche and 
Koopman (1985) (1988), Contreras (1987). I n  our own work (Deprez 
(1988) we have defended the pos i t i on  that ,  i n  French, the subject i s  
based generated as a le f tward spec i f i e r  o f  the VP and t h a t  the 
r ightward pos i t i on  o f  the subject i n  such contruct ions as S t y l i s t i c  
Inversion i s  derived i n  two d i s t i n c t  ways, e i t he r  by verb movement 
over the subject o r  by a rightward movement o f  a "heavy subject" ,  
leading t o  two d i s t i n c t  construct ions w i t h  d i f ferent  propert ies. Since 
the question o f  the d i r e c t i o n a l i t y  o f  the subject I s  not d i r e c l t y  
relevant t o  our subsequent dicussion, we w i l l  rema,!n neut ra l  w i t h  
respect t o  t h i s  issue8 
8. A recent study of acqu is i t i on  data ( c f  Pierce 1089) suggests t h a t  
post verbal subjects i n  ear l y  stages i n  c h i l d  language are 
essent ' ial ly found "i languages which have otherwise been argued t o  
manifest V-raising such as French and Spanish. Charac te r i s t i ca l l y ,  
they are quasi inex is tant  i n  Engl ish w i t h  some exceptions 
involv ing,  mostly, verbs o f  the unaccusative type. This i n t e res t i ng  
d i s t i n c t i o n  can be explained i f  it 1s assumed tha t  the post verbal 
pos i t i on  o f  the subject i s  a r esu l t  o f  Verb movement over a 
le f tward base generated subject and does not r e f l e c t  the r ightward 
base pos i t i on  o f  the subject assumed by Kitagawii. 
There i s  independent evidence which support the assumption t h a t  
verb movement i s  acquired ear ly.  This evidence 1s based on cross 
l i n g u i s t i c  comparison o f  the placement o f  negation i n  ea r l y  c h i l d  
grammar (See Deprez and Pierce (1989) forthcoming). As i s  wel l  
known, (Be l lug i ,  Be l lug i  and Klima) English manifests a f i r s t  stage 
i n  the development of negative sentences which i s  characterized by 
the (sentence) I n i t i a l  pos i t i on  of the negation. I n  French, on the 
other hand negation appears from the e a r l i e s t  stage i n  post-verbal 
pos i t i on  (Weisenborn (1988)) thus suggesting t h a t  Verb movement t o  
I i s  acquired ear l y  i n  French. Assuming t ha t  the negation i s  based 
generated between the I project ion and the VP (as argued by Pol lock 
(1989), the co r re la t ion  between the occurence of' postverbal 
subjects and the placement of negation can be explained 
s t ra ight forward ly  under the fo l lowing scenario. Assume tha t  both i n  
French and i n  English, the subject i s  a l e f t  branching spec i f i e r  of 
VP. Children f a i l  t o  ra ise the VP subject t o  the I P  spec i n  both 
languages. The obtained order i s  Neg S V i n  Engl ish and V Neg S i n  
French. Such resu l t s  do not fo l low i f  the subject i s  assumed t o  be 
generated as a r i g h t  branching Spec o f  VP both i n  French and i n  
Engl ish as would be expected under Kittagawa assumption. They do 
not fol low e i t h e r  from the standard view o f  clause s t ruc ture  and 
thus they provide addi t ional  evidence f o r  the VPS. 
1.1.3 Empir ica l  evidence f o r  VPS 
The empi r ica l  evidence given i n  t h i s  sec t i on  are mostly taken from 
Koopman and Sport iche (1988) (henceforth K&S). Other l i n g u i s t s  have 
given add i t i ona l  evidence based on o ther  languages, which we do n o t  
review here. Th is  b r i e f  review does not  p e r t a i n  t o  be exhaust ive but  
simply t o  show t h a t  the re  are empi r ica l  evidence i n  favo r  o f  t h e  VPS. 
1.1.3.1 INFL as a Ra is ing  category 
The f i r s t  type o f  evidence provided by K&S supports t h e  idea t h a t  t h e  
sur face p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  subject  1s der ived by movement. K&S argue t h a t  
INFL shows p roper t i es  s i m i l a r  t o  those o f  a canonical r a i s i n g  verb 
l i k e  seem. The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  p roper t i es  o f  r a i s i n g  verbs (RV) are as 
fo l lows:  
( 7  
1)an RV imposes no se lec t i ona l  r e s t r i c t i o n  on i t s  sub jec t  
2)an RV can take e x p l e t i v e  as subject  o r  non exp le t i ves  
3)an RV a l lows as sub jec t  t he  NP l i cenced by the  pred ica te  o f  t h e  
clause embedded under "i such as idiom chuncks, wheather i t  and 
e x i s t e n s i a l  there 
A l l  these p roper t i es  converge t o  determine t h a t  t h e  hal lmark 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  an RV i s  t h a t  i t  does no t  assign â‚ 9 - ro le t o  I t s  
subject. Pa ra l l e l  t o  (7), K&S observe t ha t  the propert ies o f  INFL 
( v i s i b l e  when it contains a modal) are i den t i ca l  t o  those o f  RVs: 
1) INFL does not assign an external  &ro le ,  
2) INFL allows as subject an NP l icenced by a predicate under It 
External argument o f  a predicate (John w i l l  sleep) 
wheather it (it w i l l  snow) 
idiom chunks ( the cat  w i l l  be out  o f  the bag) 
Ex is ten t ia l  there ( there w i l l  be a g r i f f i n  on the 22 leve l )  
Based on t h i s  I d e n t i t y  o f  propert ies,  Koopman and Sportiche conclude 
t ha t  INFL i s  a r a i s i ng  category9. 
1.1.3.2 Languages w i t h  S-structure VP subjects 
A second empi r i  ca l  evidence i n  support o f  the VPS 1 s based on the f a c t  
t ha t  there are some languages which manifest the VPS order ove r t l y  i n  
9. Pesetsky ( i n  c lass 1988) speculated t ha t  INFL may i n  some cases 
assign an independent 0-role. The cases he considered involved 
pa i r s  of the type: (1)  A group o f  students has t o  be there./ (11) A 
group o f  students have t o  be there, where the verbal agreement i s  
e i t h e r  semantic o r  grammatical. The a l te rna t ion  permitted pat terns 
w i t h  a semantic d i f ference: (11) cannot have tha epistemic reading. 
This suggests t ha t  some autonomous property of INFL may be 
responsible f o r  theses options. Pesetsky speculated t ha t  t h i s  may 
be due t o  some k ind o f  part icuTar 0-role assigned independently by 
INFL. I f  t h i s  I s  cor rect  the ra i s i ng  propert ies o f  INFL may 
resemble more the ra i s i ng  propert ies o f  some pradicates such a 
"threaten" o r  "promise" which seems t o  op t iona l l y  assign a 0-role 
(see Johnson (1986) f o r  an in te res t ing  study o f  the propert ies o f  
these verbs). We do not pursue these In te res t ing  speculations. 
t he  syntax. K&S argue t h a t  I r i s h ,  Welsh and Arabic are such 
languagesf*. 
I r i s h  and Welsh are VSO languages. I n  sentences w i t ~ h  complex tenses, 
t h e  cons t i t uen t  order  i s  AUX SVO suggesting t h a t  this VSO order i s  
der ived by verb movement. Verb movement i n  I r i s h  and Welsh however, 
d i f f e r s  from verb movement i n  V/second Germanic languages. T y p i c a l l y  V 
movement i n  most Germanic languages i s  i n  complementary d i s t r i b u t i o n  
w i t h  an ove r t  complementizer. Th is  i s  not  t r u e  i n  I f ish/Welsh where 
t h e  VSO order i s  poss ib le  i n  embedded sentences w i t h  ove r t  
complementizers. These two pat te rns  o f  verb movement can be 
d is t ingu ished respec t i ve l y  as i n v o l v i n g  a movement o f  t h e  V t o  COMP 
and a movement o f  t h e  V t o  INFL. Since Ir ish/Welsh mani fests on ly  V t o  
I, it can be concluded t h a t  i n  AUX S V 0 s t ruc tu re ,  t h e  sub jec t  must 
be i n  i t s  D-structure p o s i t i o n  w i t h i n  the  V P f l .  S im i la r  ana lys is  have 
been given t o  var ious o ther  languages such as Yddish (Diesing (1986), 
I c e l a n d i c  (Thainsson ( i g86 ) ) ,  Old French (Adams (1906) ( t o  account f o r  
i nve rs ion  and n u l l  subjects i n  embedded sentences.l;!) among others. 
10. K&S a l so  argues t h a t  t he  VP sub jec t  may remain 'in place (al though 
i t  does no t  have t o )  1n Chinese, Japanese and I t a l i a n .  The 
d i f f e rence  between these languages and French Engl ish and Dutch i s  
parametr ic and i s  assumed t o  be due t o  the  ob l i ga to ry  on non 
o b l i g a t o r y  r a i s i n g  s ta tus  o f  INFL. 
11. I f  t h i s  i s  co r rec t  i t  provides add i t i ona l  evidence against  
Kitagawa's proposal. Indeed t h e  d i r e c t i o n a l i t y  o f  9 marking i s  t o  
the  r i g h t  f o r  t he  ob jec t  i n  Ir ish/Welsh. But i n  sentence where the  
sub jec t  remains i n  i t s  D-structure pos i t i on ,  t h e  sub jec t  appears 
t o  the  l e f t  o f  VP. 
12. See a l so  (Deprez (1987) f o r  an ana lys is  o f  Middle French and 
Dupuis (1988) f o r  ci d i f f e r e n t  view. 
The pat tern  o f  Arabic verbal agreement a lso support the VPS 
hypothesis. Arabic shows an alternance 1s word order between VSO and 
SVO. But whi le i n  the SVO order the verb agrees ove r t l y  w i t h  the 
subject, no such agreement occurs i n  the VSO order. This pa t te rn  o f  
agreement receives an elegant explanation i f  i t  i s  assumed tha t  the 
non-agreeing post verbal subject has remained i n  the VPS pos i t i on  
whi le the preverbal subject has ra ised t o  the Spec o f  INFL where i s  
t r i gge rs  agreement. 
1.1.3.3 F loat ing quant i f ie rs  
The l a s t  empir ical  argument f o r  the VPS we considel'- i s  based on 
Sport iche's (1988) analysis of F loat ing Quanti fers (FQ). Since t h i s  
analysis i s  o f  great relevance t o  the res t  o f  t h i s  thes is ,  we w i l l  
ou t l i ne  it i n  some de ta i l s .  Consider the fo l lowing example i n  French: 
(9) Les enfants ont  tous 1u ce l i v r e  
The ch i ldren have a l l  read t h i s  book 
I n  ( 9 ) ,  the quan t i f i e r  tous appears dissociated from the NP i t  
quan t i f i es  over. Sportiche proposes t ha t  i n  such construct lons the 
quan t i f i e r  i s  adjacent t o  t race o f  the D-structure subject, l .e  i n  the 
VPS pos i t ion.  I n  other words, the quan t i f i e r  has been stranded i n  the 
VPS pos i t i on  by the movement o f  the subject t o  the Spec IP. Thus the 
s t ruc tu re  o f  (9) i s  as -In (10): 
(10) [IP Les enfantsi [ I "  ont [ v *  [ tous ti 1 1u ce l i v r e l  ] I  
Under t h i s  view, t h e  p o s i t i o n  of t he  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r  provides 
empi r ica l  evidence f o r  t he  existence and the  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  VPS. 
Support f o r  t h i s  proposal comes from r e s t r i c t i o n s  on t h e  p o s i t i o n s  i n  
which f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  can occurs and from t h e  prev ious ly  observed 
f a c t  t h a t  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  behave I n  some respect l i k e  anaphors. 
The anaphoric p roper t i es  o f  t he  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r  tons are shown by 
t h e  f o l l o w i n g  paradigm (from Kayne (1984) p 91): 
(11) a.*La m6re de mes amis e s t  tous p a r t i e  
The mother o f  my f r i e n d s  has a l l  l e f t  
b.*Mes amis pensent que j e  s u i s  tous p a r t i s  
My f r i e n d s  t h i n k  t h a t  I have a l l  l e f t  
As noted by Kayne, the  ungrammatical i ty o f  (11) p a r a l l e l s  t h a t  o f  
(12) :  
(12) a.*The mother of my f r i e n d s  l i k e s  eachother 
b.*My f r i e n d s  t h i n k  t h a t  I l i k e  eachother 
Examples a. o f  (11) and (12) show t h a t  both anaphors and f l o a t i n g  
q u a n t i f i e r s  need a c-commanding antecedent. Examples b. show t h a t  t h i s  
antecedent must be contained i n  a c e r t a i n  domain and cannot be too  
f a r .  Although FQ have anaphoric proper t ies ,  i t  seems hard ly  
appropr iate t o  equate them w i t h  anaphors s ince anaphors are elements 
w i t h  r e f e r e n t i a l  funct ions.  Under Spor t iche 's  proposal, such an 
assumption i s  not  needed: FQs modify the  t race  o f  an NP which i s  
s tandardly assumed t o  have the s ta tus  o f  an anaphor, hence the  
apparent anaphoric propert ies13.  Given t h i s  view, (:11)a i s  ru led  ou t  
because the  NP contained i n  the  I P  subject  never ocxupied t h e  VP- 
sub jec t  pos i t i on .  Even i f  we were t o  assume t h a t  movement occured 
(11)a. would be ru led  out  because t h e  t race  l e f t  by t h e  movement f a i l s  
t o  be c-commanded by i t s  antecedent and thus i s  not  p roper ly  bound. 
(13)b i s  excluded f o r  t he  same reason. Assuming i t  were poss ib le  t o  
generate the  I P  subject  o f  t he  main clause i n  t h e  VP-subject o f  t h e  
embedded predicate,  t he  movement o f  t he  NP would v - io la te  l o c a l i t y  
requirements. Sport iche's  ana lys is  p r e d i c t s  c o r r e c t l y  t h a t  t he  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r  observes the  same l i m i t a t i o n s  as 
NP movements. 
Let  us now t u r n  t o  the  poss ib le  p o s i t i o n s  o f  f l o a t l n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  i n  
t h e  sentence. F l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  occur genera l ly  between INFL 
mater ia l  and VP mate r ia l :  
(13) Les enfants (*tous) on t  ( tous) vu (*tous) ci3 f i l m  (* tous)  
The c h i l d r e n  ( a l l )  have ( a l l )  seen t h i s  movie ( a l l )  
Note f i r s t  t h a t  t he  jugements reported on t h e  example (13) are our own 
and no t  Sport iche's .  Sport iche assumes t h a t  t he  VP f i n a l  p o s i t i o n  1s a 
poss ib le  p o s i t i o n  f o r  an FQ, al though he notes tha,t  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  i s  
awkward unless the  FQ i s  modi f ied (presque tous)  o r  heav i l y  stressed. 
We assume t h a t  the  VP f i n a l  p o s i t i o n  o f  FQ, whenever possib le,  i s  due 
t o  an independent process ( s i m i l a r  t o  heavy NP s h i f t )  and i s  not  
13. The hypothesis t h a t  NP movement leaves t races w i t h  anaphoric 
proper t ies  has been challenged by a number o f  l i n g u i s t s  (see Barss 
(1986) and references c i t e d  there)  Th is  however does not  a f f e c t  
t he  r e s u l t  of Sport iche's  ana lys is  which are ameanable t o  a 
treatment under the  ECP. 
relevant f o r  the present discussion. Support f o r  t h i s  assumption comes 
from the f a c t  t ha t  under the same condi t ions (heavy s t ress an FQ i s  
possib le f o r  us i n  a l l  the stared pos i t i on  i n  (13): 
(14) a.Les enfants, presque tous, sont p a r t i  avant l a  f i n  
The ch i ldren almost a l l  have l e f t  before the end. 
b.Les enfants ont vu, presque tous, ce f i l m .  
The ch i ld ren have, almost a l l ,  seen t h i s  movie 
(13) shows t ha t  an FQ cannot intervene between a past p a r t i c i p l e  and 
I t s  object .  This fo l lows stra ight forwadly from Sport iche's analysis, 
since t h i s  pos i t i on  i s  not a possible D-structure pos i t i on  f o r  the 
subject. (13) a lso shows t ha t  an FQ cannot intervene between the 
subject and an aux i l i a r y .  As has been argued independently by Ernonds 
(1978) and Pol lock (1989), a u x i l i a r i e s  and main verbs move t o  I i n  
French. Consequently, an AUX always occurs above the highest VP 
p ro jec t ion  a t  S-structure. 
As has o f ten  been noted, the r e s t r i c t i o n s  on the d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  FQ 
are c lose ly  matched by ce r ta in  types o f  adverbs. Consider the exemples 
(15) 
Les enfants (*certainernent) ont (certainement) vu (Wertainement) ce f i l m .  
The ch i ld ren (ce r ta in ly )  have (ce r ta in ly )  see (ce r ta in ly )  t h i s  movie. 
Thus it has been suggested t h a t  FQ should be t reated on a par w i th  
adverbs. I n  add i t ion t o  the d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  s im i la r i t y14 ,  t h i s  
14. Although s im i la r ,  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  i s  not i den t i ca l  t o  t ha t  o f  any 
p a r t i c u l a r  type o f  adverbs. As shown i n  (i) (ii) and (iii) the 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  FQ d i f f e r s  from t h a t  o f  sentent ia l  adverbs and VP 
adverbs i n  mu l t i -aux i l i a ry  structures:. 
(1) Sentent ia l  adverbs: 
* I l s  ont 6 t6  probablernent arr6t6s 
There have been probably arrested 
suggestion i s  based on two types o f  evidence. F i r s t ,  i n  cases such as 
( 1 6 ) ,  q u a n t i f i e r s  such as tout can have an adverbia l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
equivalent  t o  t h e  meaning o f  completely: 
(16) 
Ma v o i t u r e  e s t  t o u t e  cass6e 
My car  i s  a l l  broken 
Second, the  type o f  adverbia l  which most c lose ly  matches the  behavior 
o f  FQ i . e  t h e  sub jec t  o r i en ted  adverbs a l so  appears t o  have anaphoric 
proper t ies .  Consider (17) and (18): 
(17)  
Les enfants de mes amis ont  i n te l l i gemen t  r6pondu aux quest ions 
The c h i l d r e n  o f  my f r i e n d s  I n t e l l i g e n t l y  answered the  quest ions 
(18) 
Mes amis pensent que j ' a i  i n te l l i gemen t  r6pondu aux quest ions 
My f r i e n d s  t h i n k  t h a t  I have i n t e l l i g e n t l y  anwered t h e  quest ions 
I n  (17), t he  q u a l i t y  o f  " I n t e l l i g e n c e "  cannot be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  NP 
my friends but  must be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  the  ch i ld ren.  I n  (18) again, 
i n t e l l i g e n c e  can on ly  be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  embedded sub jec t  and not  t o  
t h e  mat r ix  subject.  (17)  and (18) show t h a t  the  r e l a t i o n  t h a t  a 
sub jec t  o r ien ted adverb en te r ta ins  w i t h  t h e  sub jec t  1 t  mod i f ies  must 
be l o c a l ,  al though presumably no NP t r a c e  here 1s a t  stake. 
Sport iche provides several arguments which shows t h a t  FQ can i n  f a c t  
no t  be assimi lated w i t h  subject  o r i en ted  adverbs. F i r s t  t he re  i s  
c r o s s l i n g u i s t i c  evidence showing t h a t  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  FQ and 
. -- 
----------- 
(1 1 )  VP adverbs 
* I l s  ont  mortellement 6 t 6  bless& 
They have f a t a l l y  been wounded 
(H i )  FQ 
11s ont  ( tous)  6 t 6  (tous) ar r6 t6s .  
subject or iented adverbs are d i f f e ren t .  As shown by T e l l i e r  (1986) and 
Kinyalolo (1986) respect ively,  i n  Moore, a Gur language from Burkina 
Fasso, and I n  Ki lega a Bantu language from Zaire FQs may intervene 
between I and VP, but  no adverb can. Second, r e l a t i v e  order ing between 
adverbs and FQ i n  French provides an other argument t ha t  the pos i t i on  
o f  FQ and the pos i t i on  o f  subject or iented adverbs 'd i f fe r .  Consider 
the example i n  (19): 
(19)  
Les enfants ont probablement intell igemment tous soigneusement formu16 leu r  
demande 
The ch i ldren have probalby i n t e l l i g e n t l y  a l l  ca re fu l l y  worded t h e i r  request 
(19) shows the only possible ordering o f  adverbs and quan t i f i e r s  when 
Intelligently has a subject or iented reading. I n  Sport iche's view t h i s  
con t ra in t  on order ing fo l lows from a general p r i nc i p l e  governing the 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  adverbs, which we reproduce below:. 
(20) 
I f  some semantic type X "modifies" some semantic type " Y " ,  
and X and Y are syn tac t i ca l l y  rea l ized as a and 13, a i s  
projected as adjacent e i t he r  t o  0 o r  t o  the head o f  0. 
Subject or iented adverbs t y p i c a l l y  modify both a predicate and a 
subject. Fol lowing (20), they should then occur i n  ci  pos i t i on  i n  which 
they can be adjacent t o  both. Given the VPS, t h i s  requirement can be 
sa t i s f i ed ,  i f  subject or iented adverbs are adjoined t o  the VP* 
pro jec t ion  which contains the subject a t  D-structure. Assuming t ha t  
the subject occurs w i t h i n  the VP* pro jec t ion,  it i s  expected t ha t  
subject or iented adverb should precede an FQ occurin8g i n  the pos i t i on  
o f  the D-structure subject. Thus the order ing i n  (19) i s  co r rec t l y  
predicted. 
There are i n  f a c t  add i t iona l  and, I believe, more competing evidence 
i n  support o f  Sport iche's conclusion t h a t  FQ and subject or iented 
adverbs should be t reated d i f f e r e n t l y .  F i r s t  as shown i n  (21), i t i s  
possib le f o r  some subject or iented adverbs t o  occur before negation I n  
French: 
(21 
Les enfants n 'ont  intell igemment pas r6pondu & ce t te  question 
The ch i ldren have i n t e l l i g e n t l y  not answered t h i s  question 
As shown by (22) howewer, t h i s  i s  never possible f o r  FQs. 
(22 
*Les enfants n'ont tous pas r4pondu ce t t e  question 
The ch i ldren have a l l  not answered t h i s  question 
Second, i t  has been noted by Mc Connell Ginet (1982) t ha t  subject 
or iented adverbs can have an ambiguous reading i n  passive sentences: 
they can modify e i t h e r  the derived subject o r  the demoted agent 
occuring i n  the by-phrase, depending on the pos i t i on  i n  which they 
occur. Her examples are from English but s im i l a r  examples can be 
constructed i n  French. Consider the fo l low ing  p a i r  o f  sentences: 
(23 
a. Ces enfants ont volontairement 6 t6  i n s t r u i t s  par leu r  parents 
These ch i ldren have w i l l i n g l y  been ins t ruc ted by t h e i r  parents 
b. Ces enfants ont 6 t6  volontairement i n s t r u i t s  piÃ  ˆ l eu r  parents 
These ch i ldren have been w i l l i n g l y  In t ruc ted by t h e i r  parents 
(23)a, w i th  the subject or iented adverb occuring between the two 
a u x i l i a r i e s  can have a reading i n  which the subject or iented adverb 
modif ies the derived subject. Under t h i s  reading, it was the ch i ld ren 
who were w i l l  ing  t o  be in t ruc ted  by t h e i r s  parents. (23)b.. on the 
other, hand favors a reading i n  which "wi l l ingness" i s  a t t r i bu ted  t o  
the under ly ingagent,  namely, the parents. The question o f  how these 
two readings come t o  be ava i lab le  i s  a d i f f i c u l t  one, which we do not  
attempt t o  resolve. What i s  important t o  our present discussion i s  
t ha t  the ambiguity o f  modi f ica t ion ava i lab le  t o  sub jec to r i en ted  
adverbs i n  passive construct ions i s  never possible w i t h  FQs. Although 
FQs can occur i n  the same posi t ions,  (1.e between the two a u x i l i a r i e s  
and r i g h t  before the past p a r t i c i p l e ) ,  they can never be in terpreted 
as quant i fy ing over the by-phrase. This i s  i l l u s t m t e d  i n  (24), where 
the r e l a t i o n  of quan t i f i ca t i on  i s  encoded w i t h  indices: 
(24) 
a.Ces enfantsi ont  t o u s { i / * j ~  6 t6  i n t r u i t s  par leu rs  parentsj 
These ch i ldren have a l l  been ins t ruc ted by t h e i r  parents 
b. Ces enfantsi ont  6 t6  tous{ I / *  j 1 i n s t r u i  t s  par leurs  parentsj 
These chi ldren+ have been a l l  ins t ruc ted by t h e i r  parents 
This d i f ference shows c l e a r l y  t h a t  the r e l a t i o n  between an adverb and 
a subject i s  fundamentally d i f f e r e n t  from the r e l a t i o n  between a FQ 
and the subject i t  quan t i f i es  over. Addi t ional  evidence conies from the 
f a c t  t ha t  whi le a subject or iented adverb can modify an understood 
agent t h i s  i s  never possib le f o r  a f l o a t i n g  quan t i f i e r :  
(25) 
a.*Ces ont tous 6 t6  d61ib6r6ment d6chir6s 
These books were deleberately damaged 
b. *Ces 1 i v res i  ont tous j  6 t6  d6chi r6s 
Note that ,  given some minor extension, which i s  independently needed, 
Sport iche's theory o f  FQ can eas i l y  account f o r  the imposs ib i l i t y  o f  
(24) and (25). As (24)a. shows FQ are not l i m i t e d  t o  occurs s t r i c t l y  
between INFL mater ia l  and VP mater ia l .  They can a lso occur between two 
aux i l i a r i es .  What (24) shows then, i s  t h a t  FQs are not l i m i t e d  t o  
occur i n  the  VPS pos i t i on ;  ra the r  they seem t o  be able t o  occur i n  
var ious pos i t i ons  along t h e  path o f  a chain created by an NP movement. 
Confirmation f o r  t h i s  conclusion come from examples i n v o l v i n g  regu lar  
cases of Rais ing such as (26) and mut ip le  aux i l ia l ry  s t ruc tures :  
(26) 
Les enfants ont  tous sembl6 avo i r  compris l e  probl ime 
The c h i l d r e n  have a l l  seemed t o  have understood t h e  problem 
(27) The carpets w i l l  ( a l l )  have ( a l l )  been ( a l l )  being dusted f o r  two 
hours . 
Qui te c l e a r l y  t h e  p o s i t i o n s  o f  t he  FQs i n  (26) and (27) cannot be 
assumed t o  be t h a t  o,f t he  VPS subject .  Th is  problem was o f  course 
noted by Sport iche and he suggests t h a t  i n  t h i s  ciise, a poss ib le  
assumption 1s t h a t  t he re  i s  a landing s i t e  f o r  NP movement i n  f r o n t  of 
each o f  t he  verbs, aspectual a u x i l i a r i e s  included,,  I f  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  
and I w i l l  assume by and la rge t h a t  it i s  ( w i t h  some minor 
modi f i ca t ions  (see Chapter II), then the  occurence o f  FQ i n  sentences 
1 i k e  ( 9 )  given a t  t h e  begin ing of t h i s  sec t ion  does n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  
evidence f o r  t he  exact p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  VPS. Nevertheless, FQs provide 
evidence of t h e  exis tence o f  a chain; thus they provide evidence f o r  
t h e  assumption t h a t  the subject  1s ra ised t o  the  !>pet I P  which e n t a i l s  
t h a t  it must s t a r t  ou t  lower than I i n  D-structure. Returning now t o  
examples (24) and (25) above, the  impossible r e l a t i o n  between an FQ 
and the  by-phrase simply fo l l ows  from t h e  hypothe!;is t h a t ,  as opposed 
t o  the  I P  subject,  t he  by-phrase i s  no t  der ived by movement. No NP 
chain i s  created so t h a t  FQ cannot be adjoined t o  an NP t race.  The 
i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t he  FQ w i t h  an understood subject  suggest, moreover, 
t h a t  FQ must be adjoined t o  empty categor ies which are s y n t a c t i c a l l y  
represented. We w i l l  r e tu rn  t o  the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  FQ i n  several 
places i n  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n  (Chapter 11, 111 and I V ) .  I n  Chapter I V  
sec t ion  4.7.1.2, we provide an account of t he  I m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  FQ w i t h  
operator-var iable chains on the  bas is  o f  t h i s  requirement. 
Th is  concludes our d iscussion o f  t h e  Q-f loat  theory and o f  t h e  VPS 
hypothesis. As we have seen, the  VPS hypothesis provides a p r i n c i p l e d  
answer t o  the  f i r s t  quest ion ra ised a t  t he  begin ing o f  t h i s  chapter, 
namely, how the  sub jec t  r e l a t e s  t o  the  verb which assigns i t  a &ro le .  
The answer i s  simply t h a t  a l o c a l  r e l a t i o n  e x i s t s  a t  a p r i o r  l e v e l  o f  
representat ion,  namely D-structure.  I n  the  next  sec,tion, we t u r n  t o  
t h e  second quest ion, namely the  quest ion o f  how the  verb 1s r e l a t e d  t o  
INFL w i t h  which 1 t  fuses. As we w i l l  see the  s p l i t  :tNFL hypothesis 
a l so  provides a p r i n c i p l e d  and we l l  e m p i r i c a l l y  supported answer t o  
t h i s  question. 
1 . 2  The S P L I T  I N F L  hypothesis  
We have adopted the  VPS which e n t a i l s  t h a t  t he  s t r u c t u r e  o f  a clause 
i s  as i n  (28): 
Although t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  provides a s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  f ' i r s t  quest ion we 
ra ised a t  t he  begin ing o f  t h i s  chapter, t h e  l o c a l i t y  problem between 
t h e  sub jec t  and t h e  verb, the  second quest ion, how the  verb fuses w i t h  
INFL, remains ye t  unanswered. I n  t h i s  sect ion,  we t u r n  t o  t h i s  second 
quest ion.  
The f i r s t  p r i n c i p l e d  approach t o  t h i s  quest ion was proposed by Chomsky 
(1955, 1976). Chomsky (1955) pos i ted  a r u l e  c a l l e d  A f f i x  Hopping which 
r e l a t e s  each verbal element t o  the  morphological element attached t o  
it. We r e f e r  t h e  reader t o  Syntac t ic  S t ruc ture  and t o  The Logical  
S t ruc ture  o f  L i n g u i s t i c  theory f o r  a  d e t a i l e d  and formal account o f  
t h i s  proposal. Jackendoff ( 1972) ( f o l  lowing Emonds. and K l  ima) proposed 
t h a t  i n  some cases, t h e  fus ion  between INFL and V i s  
t rans fonna t iona l l y  der ived by t h e  r a i s i n g  o f  a u x i l i a r i e s  (Have/be 
r a i s i n g )  t o  an abst rac t  Tense node. "Have/beU r a i s i n g  i s  formulated by 
Jackendoff (1972)  as i n  (29): 
Have- be 
X - Tense - { have/ be} - Y ===> 1 2+3 4 ( o b l i g a t o r y )  
Emonds (1978) extends t h e  empi r ica l  domain o f  t h i s  t ran fonnat iona l  
r u l e  t o  a l l  verbs i n  French. P u t t i n g  these two proposals i n  
comparative perspect ive a l lows an i n t e r e s t i n g  account o f  some 
important d i f ferences between French and Engl ish w i t h  respect t o  the  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  negation, adverbs and f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  and the  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  verb movement over the  subject  i n  i n t e r r o g a t i v e  
sentences. The paradigm given i n  (30) 1s now c l a s s i c a l :  
a.*John understands not  l i n g u i s t i c s  
b. Jean ne comprends pas l a  l i n g u i s t i q u e  
- 
c.*John reads o f t e n  l i n g u i s t i c s  books 
d. Jean lit souvent des l i v r e s  de l i n g u i s t i q u e  
e.*The c h i l d r e n  read a l l  comic books 
f. Les enfants l l s e n t  tous des bandes d6ssin6es 
g.*understand you l i n g u i s t i c s ?  
h .  Comprends-tu l a  l i n g u i s t i q u e ?  
Assuming t h a t  negation adverbs and f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  are generated 
i n  a p o s i t i o n  between the  VP and INFL i n  both languages, t h e  
d i f f e rence  between the  French examples and the  Engl ish examples i n  
(30) can be e a s i l y  accounted f o r  i f  as proposed by Emonds, main verbs 
r a i s e  t o  Tense/INFL i n  French but  not 1n Engl ish. The same r u l e  o f  
r a i s i n g  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  A u x i l i a r i e s  i n  Engl ish accounts f o r  t he  f a c t  
t h a t  Engl ish a u x i l i a r i e s  manifest t he  same d i s t r i b u t i o n  as French main 
verbs w r t  negation, adverb, FQ and the  subject  i n  i n te r roga t i ves .  
a. John has not  understood l i n g u i s t i c s  
b. John has o f t e n  read l i n g u i s t i c s  books 
c. The c h i l d r e n  have a l l  read comic books 
d. Has she ca l l ed?  
I n  LGB, Chomsky (1981) argues t h a t  the  fus ion  o f  I N F L  w i t h  V can 
occurs through a lowering o f  t he  fea tures  o f  INFL onto the  verb. 
According t o  Chomsky, rule-R which lowers t h e  INFL node onto the  V i s  
no t  a syn tac t i c  r u l e  but  ra the r  a morphological ru le .  The major 
consequence o f  t h i s  assumption i s  t h a t  rule-R does not  leave a t race,  
which would be subject  t o  the  ECP. Thus rule-R can occur e i t h e r  a t  t he  
syn tac t i c  l e v e l  o f  S-st ructure o r  a t  the  PF leve l .  I n  Chomsky's view, 
these two p o s s i b i l i t i e s  are parametr ic and account f o r  t he  d i f f e rences  
between languages which accept n u l l  subjects and lanlguages which don ' t  
( t he  Pro-drop parameter). 
More recen t l y  i t  has been argued (Chomsky (1986)b (1989), among 
o thers)  t h a t  t he  fus ion  of V and I i s  an instance of Move a app ly ing  
t o  XO categories. As convinc ingly shown by Baker (1986). XO movement 
leaves t races which obey t h e  ECP. T rav i s  (1984) observed t h a t  XO 
movement i s  sub jec t  t o  the  Head Movement Constra int .  Th is  c o n t r a i n t  
e s s e n t i a l l y  prevent t h e  movement o f  a head X over another head Y as i n  
t h e  shematic s t r u c t u r e  (32): 
Under t h e  assumption t h a t  XO leaves t races,  t he  HMC can be subsumed 
under t h e  ECP ' 5 .  With respect t o  V movement, t h e  HMC accounts f o r  
instance f o r  t h e  ungrammatical i ty o f  sentences o f  t he  type (33), where 
an XO a u x i l i a r y  has ra ised over another one, presumably t o  C. 
(33) *been John have t ar res ted 
I I 
I I 
This  t h a t  V t o  I movement i s  i s  an instance o f  XO movement suggests 
suggest more genera l ly  t h a t  a l a rge  p a r t  o f  i n f l e c t i o n a l  morphology 
(may be a l l )  can be considered p a r t  o f  t he  syntax propoer. Under such 
a view, there  i s  a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n  between d e r i v a t i o n a l  morphology, 
which 1s assumed t o  be p a r t  o f  t h e  lex icon and subject  t o  p r i n c i p l e s  
opera t ing  i n  t h i s  component and and i n f l e c t i o n a l  morphology which i s  
governed by general syn tac t i c  p r i n c i p l e s  p a r t  o f  UG. Fol lowing Chomsky 
(1989) and many others,  I w i  11 assume t h i s  t o  be e s s e n t i a l l y  cor rec t .  
----------- 
1 5 .  See Baker (1988) f o r  an extensive study o f  t h i s  hypothesis 
Given t h i s  approach t o  i n f l e c t i o n a l  morphology and the assumption t ha t  
V t o  I i s  an Xo movement, l e t  us now re turn  t o  the paradigms i n  ( 30 )  
and ( 3 1 ) .  As noted by Pol lock (19891,  the assumption t ha t  t h i s  
paradigms derives from the movement o f  main verbs i n  French and 
a u x i l i a r i e s  i n  Engl ish ra ises a number o f  i n te res t ing  questions which 
previous account could not ra ise and among which we chose t o  focus on 
1 )  Why i s  V movement r es t r i c t ed  t o  Aux i l i a r i es  i n  Engl ish but not  
i n  French ? 
Before we can ou t l i ne  Pol lock 's answer t o  t h i s  questions, we must 
extend the range o f  data taken i n t o  account and consider the 
propert ies o f  V movement i n  French i n f i n l t i v a 1 s .  Tho n u l l  assumption 
concerning the pos i t i on  o f  elements such as negation and adverbs i s  
t ha t  they are iden t i ca l  i n  a l l  types o f  sentences, whether f i n i t e  o r  
non- f in i te .  Assuming t h i s  t o  be correct ,  Pol lock observes t ha t  there 
i s  an important d i s t i n c t i o n  between verb movement 1r1 f i n i t e  clause and 
verb movement i n  non- f in i te  clauses i n  French. This d i f ference i s  
i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  the paradigm ( 35 )  and (36): 
( 35 )  
a.*Ne l i r e  pas LGB est  impensable pour t ou t  bon l i ngu i s te  
*To read not LGB i s  unthinkable f o r  any good l i n g u i s t  
b. Ne pas l i r e  LGB est  impensable pour t ou t  bon l i ngu i s te  
Not t o  read LGB i s  unthinkable f o r  any good l i ngu i s te  
16. See Pollock (1989)  and Chomsky (1989)  f o r  a more thorough account 
of the propert ies o f  verb movement i n  French and i n  Engl ish and 
t h e i r  consequences f o r  the theory o f  UG. Throughout t h i s  thes is  we 
w i l l  re turn  t o  these analysis. 
c. N'avoir  pas 1u LGB est  impensable pour t ou t  bon l i n g u i s t s  
To have not read LGB i s  unthinkable f o r  any good l i n g u i s t  
d. Ne pas avo l r  1u LGB est  impensable pour t ou t  bc~n l i n g u i s t e  
To not have read LGB i s  unthinkable f o r  any good l i n g u i s t  
(36 
a.A pelne par le r  I ' I t a l i e n  apr6s d'6tudes est  d6courageant 
To hardly speak I t a l i e n  a f t e r  5 years o f  study i s  discouraging 
b.Parler A peine T i t a l i e n  apr6s 5 ans d'6tudes es't d6courageant 
*To speak hardly I t a l i e n  a f t e r  5 years o f  study i s  discouraging 
The paradigm i n  (35) shows t ha t  only aux i l i a r y  anc not main verb can 
move over negation i n  French i n f i n i t i v e s .  I n  other' words verb movement 
i n  French i n f i n i t i v e s  shows by and large the same r e s t r i c t i o n  as verb 
movement i n  Engl ish tensed sentences. This s i m i l a r i t y  between the 
French i n f i n i t i v a l  paradigm and the English tensed paradigm suggests 
strongly t ha t  the r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  verb movement t o  a u x i l i a r i e s  I n  
Engl ish cannot be simply due t o  some id iosyncrat ic  propert ies o f  the 
English aux i l i a r ies .  
There are however some di f ferences between verb movement i n  French 
i n f i n i t i v e s  and verb movement i n  English tensed sentences. F i r s t  as 
shown i n  (35)c.' a u x i l i a r y  movement i n  French i n f , i n i t i v e s  i s  not 
ob l igatory .  Second, the paradigm i n  (36)  shows t h i ~ t  although main 
verbs cannot move over negation, they can s t i l l  move over adverbs; 
t h i s  movement however remains impossible i n  Engli, jh. I n  other words, 
verb movement seems t o  be possible i n  French i n f i ~ n i t i v e s  a t  a short  
distance over adverbs but not a t  a longer distance over negation. To 
account f o r  t h i s  complex range o f  phenomena, Po1 l3ck (1989) proposes 
t o  subdivide the INFL node I n t o  two separate funct iona l  project ions,  
Tense and AGR and t o  concieve o f  verb movement t o  I as a succession o f  
movements f i r s t  t o  an AGR pro jec t ion and then t o  a Tense project ion.  
Moreover, f o r  reasons which we do not discuss here, Pol lock assumes 
t h a t  negation both i n  French and i n  Engl ish a lso h e i i d ~  i t s  own 
pro jec t ion.  Under Pol lock's view, the s t ruc tu re  o f  ii clause 1s as i n  
(37) 
T P 
/ \  
T ' 
/ \ 
T NegP 
/ \ 
Neg ' 
/ \ 
not/pas AgrP 
/ \ 
Agr ' 
/ \ 
Agr VP 
/ \ 
Adv VP 
I 
I 
v 
The d i s t i n c t i o n s  between French and English verb movement are then 
accounted f o r  i n  terms o f  the propert ies o f  the funct iona l  pro jec t ions 
AGR and T i n  these two languages. It has been argued independently 
t h a t  AGR i s  stronger i n  French than i n  English17. Assuming t h i s  t o  be 
correct ,  Pol lock proposes t ha t  a weak AGR blocks &marking but a 
strong AGR does not. It follows from t h i s  proposal t ha t  only non 9- 
marking verbs can ra ise  t o  AGR i n  languages w i t h  a weak AGR and t ha t  
a l l  verb can ra ise  t o  AGR i n  languages w i th  a strong AGR.Given the  
17. French subject verb agreement bears features o f  person and number 
i n  a va r i e t y  o f  tenses. Engl ish subject verb agreement on ly  
d ist inguished the t h i r d  person s ingu lar  i n  the present tense. 
Moreover, French l icences empty exp le t ive  subjects under 
p a r t i c u l a r  circumstances ( C f  Pol lock (1986) and Deprez (1987)). C f  
a lso Rizz i  (1986) f o r  an assessment o f  the importance o f  subject 
verb agreement across languages and i t s  relevance t o  the l i cenc ing  
o f  empty subjects. 
Head Movement Constra int ,  f u r t h e r  r a i s i n g  t o  T cannot s k i p  over the  
AGR p ro jec t i on .  Thus unless a verb f i r s t  moves t o  AGR, i t w i l l  not be 
ab le  t o  move t o  T. This proposal provides an elegant answer t o  t h e  
quest ion i n  (34) and accounts f o r  t h e  paradigms (29) ( 2 9 )  (35) and 
(36 ) :  Agr i s  weak i n  Engl ish and thus p r o h i b i t s  movement o f  8-marking 
verbs both i n  tensed and i n  i n f i n i t i v a l  sentences. A u x i l i a r i e s ,  being 
non-8-marklng, verbs are f r e e  t o  move. I n  French on the  o the r  hand, 
Agr i s  s t rong and thus permi ts  movement o f  a l l  types o f  verbs. I n  
i n f i n i t i v a l  sentences, T being non f i n i t e  i s  "weak" and thus does no t  
permi t  t he  movement o f  &marking verbs. Nothing however p r o h i b i t s  t h e  
movement o f  &marking verbs t o  the  Agr p r o j e c t i o n ,  This c o r r e c t l y  
p r e d i c t s  t h a t  al though 0-marking verbs can precede adverbs i n  
i n f i n i t i v e s  as shown i n  (35), they cannot precede t h e  negation as 
shown i n  (36) .  
The proposal t h a t  INFL be sudiv ided i n t o  two separate p ro jec t i ons  
appears thus t o  have des i rab le  and f a r  reaching consequencesla. 
Moreover, as noted by Chomsky (1989) ,  it e l iminates  t h e  odd dual 
headedness o f  INFL which i s  assumed i n  LGB and subsequent work. 
18. Since i t s  f i r s t  proposal,  t he  S p l i t  INFL hypothesis has generated 
a pro fus ion  o f  novel and i n t e r e s t i n g  works on a great  v a r i e t y  o f  
languages. Some o f  them w i l l  be mentioned i n  the f o l l o w i n g  
chapters o f  t h i s  d i sse r ta t i on .  These works o f t e n  propose f u r t h e r  
o r  d i f f e r e n t  subdiv is ions o f  t he  INFL node. To quote a few. 
Carsten and K inya lo lo  (1988) present evidence f o r  t h e  exis tence o f  
an Aspectual f unc t i ona l  category. Laka (1988) presents evidence 
f o r  a d i f f e r e n t  o rder ing  o f  t h e  func t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons  i n  Basque. 
See a l so  Fassi Fehr1 (1989) and Demirdache (1989) on Arabic 
morphology. I n  our own work, D6prez (1988) we have given f u r t h e r  
evidence f o r  such a subd iv is ion  and we have suggested t h a t  a 
v a r i a t i o n  i n  t h e  order ing  o f  Tense and Agr may account f o r  t he  
d i f f e r e n t  behavior o f  verb movement i n  French i n t e r r o g a t i v e  
construct ions.  
Addi t iona l  evidence f o r  t h i s  hypothesis comes from the  f a c t  t h a t  i n  
many languages verbal subject  agreement and tense are rea l i zed  as 
d i s t i n c t  morphemes. But Po l lock 's  p a r t i c u l a r  proposal about t h e  
order ing  o f  t he  Agr and the  Tense p r o j e c t i o n  ra ises a number o f  
questions. Since Agr i s ,  under standard assumptions, t he  element 
responsible f o r  Case assignment t o  the  subject ,  we would expect it t o  
dominate t h e  Tense p r o j e c t i o n  so as t o  be i n  a government r e l a t i o n  
w i t h  the  subject .  Moreover, as observed by Baker (19861,  a f f i x  
o rder ing  appears t o  be o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  relevance t o  the  syntax. Baker 
proposes t o  e levate  t h i s  observat ion I n t o  a p r i n c i p l e ,  which he c a l l s ,  
t he  M i r r o r  P r i n c i p l e .  
( 38 )  The M i r r o r  P r inc ip le :  
Morphological de r i va t i ons  must d i r e c l t y  r e f l e c t  syn tac t i c  
de r i va t i ons  and ( v i c e  versa) (Baker 1988 p 13) 
Although the  verbal morphology o f  French i s  q u i t e  impoverished, 
whenever i t  i s  poss ib le  t o  make a d i s t i n c t i o n ,  t he  tense morpheme 
appears c lose r  t o  the  verbal  stem than the  subject  agreement morpheme. 
Compare f o r  instance the  f u t u r e  tense paradigm o f  a regu lar  French 
verb t o  the  simple past  
(39)  Futur  s i r n ~ l e  past  
j 'achdtera i  j 'acheta i  
t u  ach6teras t u  achetas 
11 ach6tera i 1  acheta 
The f u t u r  i s  d is t ingu ished from the  simple past by t h e  presence o f  an 
r "  which i s  i n  f a c t  t he  preservat ion o f  t he  i n f i n i 1 ; i v a l  form. The 
person morphemes, however, are the same. Po l lock 's  proposal t o  order 
Tense above AGR cannot account f o r  t h i s  paradigm. Assuming t ha t  the 
verb moves f i r s t  t o  AGR incorporat ing the subject agreement feature 
and then t o  Tense, we would expect the reverse ordering; i n  other 
words, Pol lock 's proposal i s  as odds w i t h  the M i r ro r  Pr inc ip le .  The 
paradigm i n  (39) suggests t ha t  t o  obtain the r i g h t  order ing o f  the 
verbal morphology the AGR p ro jec t ion  should dominate the Tense 
project ion.  The proposal t ha t  AGR domintes INFL has been independently 
porposed by B e l l e t t i  (1988).19. Adopting a  s t ruc ture  i n  which the Agr 
dominates Tense, however, causes problems f o r  Pol lock 's resu l ts .  
Recall indeed t ha t  Pol lock 's r esu l t s  fol lowed from the assump 
the AGR head f i l t e r s  out the possib le types o f  verb which can 
T. Chomsky (1989) suggests t h a t  the so lu t ion  t o  t h i s  problem 
t i o n  t ha t  
move t o  
l i e s  i n  a  
f u r t he r  sud iv is ion o f  the I N F L  node. Noting t ha t  a number o f  languages 
manifest verbal agreement both w i th  the subject and w i t h  the object, 
Chomsky proposes the existence o f  an other Agr node host ing the ob ject  
agreement. The f u l l y  developped s t ruc tu re  o f  a sentence i s  then as 1n 
19. This proposal a lso suggests a  possib le account f o r  the pro-drop 
parameter. For instance, i t  i s  possib le t o  assume tha t  verb 
movement t o  a  r i c h  agreement l icences an empty subject.(Cf 
Schlonsky (1989) f o r  a  proposal along these l ines.  
AGRP-S 
/ \ 
AGR-S ' 
/ \ 
AGR TP 
/ \ 
T ' 
/ \ 
T AGRP-0 
/ \ 
AGR-0 ' 
/ \ 
AGR VP 
/ \ 
s V '  
/ \ 
v 0  
en  ( 4 0 ) ,  Pol lock '  s  r esu l t  can be assumed t o  fo l l ow from the 
f i l t e r i n g  e f f e c t  o f  the Agr-0 pro jec t ion,  the M i r ro r  p r i n c i p l e  i s  
respected and the subject can receive Case i n  the spec o f  the Agr-S 
pro jec t ion.  Independent support f o r  the existence 01' the Agr-0 
p ro jec t ion  i n  French comes from the f ac t  t ha t  French verbs can 
manifest overt  object  agreement i n  past p a r t i c i p l e  constuctions. We 
re turn  t o  t h i s  phenomenon i n  greater d e t a i l s  i n  chapter 11. We w i l l  
a lso  argue (Chapter 111) tha t  French manifests overt  movement t o  the 
Spec o f  the AGR-0 pro jec t ion.  I f  cor rect ,  t h i s  proposal lends f u r t he r  
support f o r  the existence o f  t h i s  pro jec t ion.  
1 . 3  C o nclusions o f  the chapter 
and o v e r v i e w  o-F the  t h e s i s  
The success of the S p l i t  I n f l  hypothesis t o  account i n  a  p r inc ip led  
way for  the complex f ac t s  o f  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  negation and adverbs 
i n  French and English i n  t u r n  lends support f o r  a  model i n  which 
i n f l e c t i o n a l  morphology proceeds under X O  movement and i s  thus par t  o f  
syntax proper. Po l lock 's  approach a l so  lends support t o  a conception 
o f  UG which l i m i t s  poss ib le  v a r i a t i o n s  t o  the  lex icon.  I n  t h e  LGB 
model, parametr ic v a r i a t i o n s  were assumed t o  be able t o  occur i n  any 
o f  t h e  var ious components o f  UG. A considerable amount o f  t he  work i n  
generat ive syntax i n  recent years has been d i rec ted  towards an attempt 
t o  r e s t r i c t  t h e  c lass  o f  poss ib le  parameters (Borer (1984), (Chomsky 
(l986)a, b (1989), (Webelhut (1989) among o thers) .  It has been 
suggested, i n  t h i s  respect, t h a t  parametr ic v a r i a t i o n s  do no t  r e l a t e  
t o  the  computational system o f  UG but  are conf ined t o  t h e  lex icon.  To 
quote Chomsksy (1989): 
(41 
"We might take t h i s  t o  mean t h a t  each parameter r e f e r s  t o  the  
p roper t i es  o f  s p e c i f i c  elements o f  t h e  l ex i con  o r  t o  
categor ies o f  l e x i c a l  Items; canonical government f o r  
example. I f  t h i s  proposal can be maintained i n  a na tu ra l  
form, the re  i s  on l y  one human language, apart  from t h e  
lex icon,  and language a c q u i s i t i o n  i s  i n  essence a matter  of 
determining l e x i c a l  i d iosync ra t i es .  " (Chomsky (1989) p 44).  
Chomsky (1989) f u r t h e r  po in ts  ou t  t h a t  t he  lex icon i t s e l f  i s  
contra ined by un iversa l  p r i n c i p l e s ,  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  "substant ive  
elements (verb, nouns etc..  . )  are drawn from an i n v a r i a n t  un iversa l  
vocabulary". Consequently, parametr ic v a r i a t i o n  i s  l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  
func t i ona l  elements o f  t he  lex icon.  Po l lock 's  ana lys is  i s  d i r e c t l y  i n  
the  l i n e  o f  t h i s  conception o f  parametr ic v a r i a t i o n  s ince it proposes 
t h a t  t he  d i s t i n c t i o n s  between French and Engl ish word order  can be 
captured by d i s t i n c t i o n s  i n  t h e  p roper t i es  o f  t h e  AGR and Tense 
p ro jec t i on .  This proposal i s  a l so  i n  agreement w i t h  Borer 's  (1984) 
proposal t h a t  parametr isat ion be l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  " i n f l e c t i o n a l "  
component. 
I n  t h i s  d i sse r ta t i on ,  we pursue t h i s  l i n e  of approach t o  parametr ic 
v a r i a t i o n  and we provide f u r t h e r  support f o r  i t s  c r o s s l i n g u i s t i c  
v a l i d i t y .  Although i n  var ious places i n  t h i s  thes i s  we consider 
parametr ic v a r i a t i o n s  i n  the  p roper t i es  o f  f unc t i ona l  heads and t h e i r  
consequences (such as Case and Spec Head agreement) (see espec ia l l y  
Chapter III), our a t t e n t i o n  focuses ra the r  on t h e  proper t ies  o f  t he  
syn tac t i c  pos i t i ons  which are  dependent on funct ional  heads. The n u l l  
hypothesis i s  t h a t  f unc t i ona l  heads such as COMP, DET, and now AGR and 
Tense p r o j e c t  categor ies i n  conformi ty  w i t h  X '  theory; l i k e  o ther  
l e x i c a l  heads, they p r o j e c t  a  s p e c i f i e r  and a  complsment pos i t i on .  
Assuming t h i s  t o  be co r rec t ,  a  quest ion a r i ses  w i t h  respect t o  the  
p roper t i es  o f  these s p e c i f i e r  and complement pos i t ions .  I n  t h e  LGB 
model and subsequent work, It i s  assumed t h a t  p roper t i es  o f  syn tac t i c  
p o s i t i o n s  determine t h e  nature o f  chains o r  more ex i ic t l y ,  t h e  nature 
o f  t he  empty categor ies bound by an element i n  theso pos i t ions .  Thus 
empty categor ies bound by elements i n  A p o s i t i o n s  are assumed t o  be 
"anaphors" wh i le  empty categor ies bound by elements i n  A '  p o s i t i o n s  
are  assumed t o  be "var iab les" .  The nature o f  the  po!sit ion o f  t he  head 
o f  a  chain thus determines the  p roper t i es  of t he  chain. A'-chains have 
been associated w i t h  a  c l u s t e r  o f  p roper t i es  which 'ncludes s e n s i b i l t y  
t o  cross-over (weak and st rong),  p a r a s i t i c  gap l i cenc ing,  s e n s i b i l i t y  
t o  subjacency v i o l a t i o n s  etc. . .  A-chains on the  o ther  hand are  
character ized by the  opposite proper t ies .  Morever th~ey have been shown 
t o  be sub jec t  t o  more s t r i n g e n t  l o c a l i t y  p roper t ies .  The cen t ra l  
quest ion we address i n  t h i s  thes is ,  i s  t h a t  o f  t he  nature o f  t h e  
s p e c i f i e r  and complement p o s i t i o n  o f  f unc t i ona l  heads and t h e i r  
consequences f o r  t he  theory o f  chains. 
Chapter I1  o f  t h i s  t h e s i s  conta ins a  t h e o r e t i c a l  d iscussion o f  t h e  
p roper t i es  o f  pos i t i ons  and chains and a  proposal t o  adequately de r i ve  
t h e  l a t t e r  from the  former i n  a  model which incorporates t h e  VPS and 
t h e  S p l i t  INFL hypothesis. We argue t h a t  i n  such E I  model, t h e  A / A Y  
dichotomy as def ined by Chomsky (1981) and subsequent work i s  
inadequate t o  achieve t h e  necessary d i s t i n c t i o n s .  We propose t h a t  t he  
re levant  d i s t i n c t i o n  can be made on t h e  bas is  o f  i i  dichotomy between 
[tHR] and [-HR] pos i t i ons  def ined as fo l lows:  
( 42 )  a i s  a  Head re la ted  p o s i t i o n  ([tHR] p o s i t i o n )  i f f  a i s  a 
s i s t e r  t o  XO o r  t o  X ' .  
a i s  a non Head re la ted  p o s i t i o n  ([-HR] p o s i t i o n )  
otherwise. 
We f u r t h e r  argue t h a t  [+HR] pos i t i ons  head chains w i t h  anaphoric 
proper t ies ,  wh i l e  [-HR] pos i t i ons  head chains w i t h  va r iab les  
proper t ies .  A consequence o f  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  i s  t h a t  s p e c i f i e r s  o f  
func t iona l  p ro jec t i ons  head chains w i t h  anaphoric proper t ies .  This 
adequately accounts f o r  t he  proper t ies  of t he  cha,in created by 
movement t o  t h e  Spec o f  AGR-S i n  the  s t r u c t u r e  (40) above. I n  chapter 
111, we t u r n  t o  instances o f  movement t o  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  o f  in termediate 
p ro jec t i ons  such as AGR-0. Chapter I11 i s  an i n  depht study o f  t he  
movement o f  "ob jec ts"  i n  var ious languages. We consider scrambling i n  
H ind i  and Japanese, Object s h i f t  i n  Mainland Scandinavian, I ce land ic ,  
and Dutch /German M i - t t e l f e l d  scrambling. We show t h a t  ac'ross these 
anaphor i c 
these ob jec t  
in termediate 
p roper t i es  . Under 
movements are ana 
var ious languages, ob jec t  movement creates a chain w i t h  
our proposal t h i s  fo l l ows  n a t u r a l l y  I f  
lyzed as movements t o  the  s p e c i f i e r  o f  
f unc t i ona l  p ro jec t ions .  The proposed analys is ,  i n  tu rn ,  provides 
considerable empi r ica l  support f o r  t he  v a l i d i t y  o f  the hypothesis o f  a  
h i g h l y  a r t i c u l a t e d  c lausa l  s t ruc tu re  which comprises a  number o f  
d i s t i n c t  f unc t i ona l  p ro jec t ions .  Our ana lys is  suggests t h a t  t he  exact 
number, t he  prec ise  l a b e l l i n g  and the  order ing  o f  t i e s e  func t i ona l  
p ro jec t i ons  may vary across languages. An account o f  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  
aspect o f  t he  S p l i t  INFL hypothesis, w i l l  have t o  await  more d e t a i l e d  
work on the  i n f l e c t i o n a l  morphology o f  p a r t i c u l a r  Languages w i t h i n  
t h i s  t h e o r e t i c a l  framework. We suggest however, t h a t  c e r t a i n  
v a r i a t i o n s  o f  f unc t i ona l  heads w i t h  respect t o  Case assignment have 
consequences on t h e  chains headed by t h e i r  [+HRl pos i t ions .  A 
considerat ion o f  German/ Dutch M i t t l e f e l d  scrambling leads us t o  
suggest f o l l o w i n g  Webelhut (1989) t h a t  a  b inary  p a r t i t i o n  o f  pos i t i ons  
and chains may not  be s u f f i c i e n t .  We i d e n t i f y  a  t h i r d  type o f  chains 
which appears t o  combine proper t ies  of both anaph0r. i~ chains and 
va r iab le  chains. We speculate t h a t  t h i s  t h i r d  type o f  chains i s  
created by movement t o  a  [+HR, -Case] p o s i t i o n ,  support ing t h i s  
proposal w i t h  evidence from bare q u a n t i f i e r  const ruc t ions  i n  French. 
F i n a l l y  we propose a  un iversa l  cons t ra in t  on "object," movement t o  the  
s p e c i f i e r  o f  in termediate func t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons  : i n  our view, ob jec t  
movement t o  the  spec o f  a func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  must be p a r a s i s t i c  on 
t h e  movement o f  t he  verb. We propose t h a t  t h i s  cons t ra in t  simply 
fo l l ows  from the  ECP. 
Chapter I V  i s  concerned w i t h  t h e  proper t ies  o f  t he  s p e c i f i e r  and 
complement p r o j e c t i o n  o f  COMP. Given the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  [+HRl p o s i t i o n  
mot ivated i n  Chapter 11, movement t o  the  Spec o f  CP i s  expected t o  
create  chains w i t h  anaphoric proper t ies .  We argue t h a t  t h i s  i s  indeed 
the  case and t h a t ,  cont rary  t o  cur rent  assumptiors, WH-movement does 
not  always invo lves  a  movement t o  o r  through the  Spec o f  CP. I n  our 
view, the  spec o f  CP i s  ava i l ab le  on ly  t o  l o c a l  sub jec t  ex t rac t i ons ;  
o ther  instances o f  WH-extractions invo lve  an ad junc t ion  t o  CP and thus 
c reate  [-HR] chains. This r e s t r i c t i o n  on movement t o  the  Spec o f  CP 
f o l l o w s  from t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e  complement o f  COMP d i f f e r s  i n  
c e r t a i n  respects from t h e  complement o f  o ther  func t i ona l  p ro jec t i on :  
i t  i s  no t  L-marked. This,  i n  our view, fo l lows from t h e  assumption 
t h a t  L-marking f o r  f unc t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons  depends on the  r e l a t i o n  t h a t  
a  func t i ona l  heads en te r ta ins  w i t h  the  verbal  p ro jec t i on .  COMP d i f f e r s  
from other  func t i ona l  heads i n  t h a t  it i s  not  p a r t  o f  t he  i n f l e c t i o n a l  
system o f  t h e  verbal  p ro jec t i on .  However, when COMP as a  r e s u l t  o f  
Spec Head agreement bears the  same index as the  p r o j e c t i o n  i t  governs, 
i t  becomes s i m i l a r  t o  o ther  func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  and can then L-mark 
i t s  complement. Th is  proposal provides a  p r i n c i p l e d  account o f  t he  
r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  t h e  que/qui e f f e c t  i n  French (and o f  s i m i l a r  e f f e c t s  i n  
o ther  languages) t o  l o c a l  subject  ex t rac t ions .  I t ,  a l so  permi ts  an 
account o f  t he  " s u r p r i s i n g  subject /object  asymmetries" discovered by 
Pesetsky (1983). We propose a  number o f  modif icat, ions t o  t h e  B a r r i e r s  
(Chomsky (1986)b.) theory o f  ECP t o  accomodate t h i s  view. In 
p a r t i c u l a r ,  we argue t h a t  t he  ban on CP adjunct ion which i n  t h e  
B a r r i e r ' s  framework i s  essent ia l  t o  an account of' i s l a n d  v i o l a t i o n s  
can be dispensed with. Adjunct ion i s  genera l ly  f r e e  but  in termediate 
t races  as we l l  as te rmina l  t races must meet a  dual requirement o f  
antecedent government and head-government. 
The l a s t  p a r t  o f  chapter I V  discusses Subjacency. We propose t h a t  t he  
weaker v i o l a t i o n s  involved I n  argument operator  v a r i a b l e  chains de r i ve  
from a recurs ive app l i ca t i on  o f  t he  ECP. ECP app l ies  f i r s t  a t  S- 
s tuc tu re  and then again a t  LF a f t e r  t race  de le t ion .  Chains which 
v i o l a t e  the  ECP both a t  S-st ructure and a t  LF l e a d  t o  severe 
v i o l a t i o n s  ( 1.0 standard ECP v i o l a t i o n s )  wh i le  chains which v i o l a t e  
t h e  ECP on ly  a t  S-st ructure lead t o  m i l d  v i o l a t i o n s  (standard 
Subjacency v i o l a t i o n s ) .  Th is  proposal provides a na tu ra l  explanat ion 
f o r  t he  st renght  o f  ECP v i o l a t i o n s :  t he  e f f e c t  der ives  from cumulat ive 
v i o l a t i o n s .  Fur ther  d i s t i n c t i o n  between weak and s t rong Subjacency 
v i o l a t i o n s  are accounted f o r  i n  term o f  t he  c a l c u l u : ~  o f  what we c a l l  
" t he  fo rce  o f  a b a r r i e r " .  As proposed by Chomsky (1986)b. maximal 
p ro jec t i ons  can be b a r r i e r s  because they are b lock ing  categor ies o r  by 
inher i tance.  We suggest t h a t  maximal p ro jec t i ons  t h i i t  a re  b a r r i e r s  
under both counts lead t o  s t rong subjacency v i o l a t i o n s  wh i l e  maximal 
p ro jec t i ons  t h a t  are b a r r i e r  under one count lead t o  m i l d  subjacency 
v i o l a t i o n s .  
Chapter 2 
P r o p e r t i e s  o-F p o s i t i o n s  and cha ins  
I n  the f i r s t  chapter, we have presented arguments support ing two 
recent proposals for  the s t ruc ture  o f  clauses. Fol lowing Kuroda 
(1985), Fukui and Speas (1986), Kitagawa (1986), Sportiche (1988), and 
Koopman and Sportiche (1988) among others, we have adopted the 
hypothesis t ha t  an external  argument 1s generated w i t h i n  the verb 
phrase a t  0-structure and raises t o  the spec i f i e r  o f  a funct iona l  
p ro jec t ion  where it i s  assigned Case. Following Pol lock (1988) and 
Chomsky (1989), we have also adopted the hypothesis t ha t  the s t ruc ture  
o f  sentences involves a number o f  funct iona l  pro jec t ions t o  which 
verbs can move. I n  par t i cu la r ,  we have adopted Chomsky (1989) proposal 
t ha t  the basic s t ruc ture  o f  the sentence i s  as fo l lows: 
AGRP-S 
/ \ 
AGR-S ' 
/ \ 
AGR TP 
/ \ 
T ' 
/ \ 
T AGRP-0 
/ \ 
AGR-0 ' 
/ \ 
AGR VP 
/ \ 
S V '  
/ \ 
v 0 
As has been noted (Kitagawa (1986), Fukui & Speas (1986), Koopman & 
Sportiche (1988) ,  among others), the VP-internal-subject hypothesis 
c a l l s  i n t o  question the t r a d i t i o n a l  d i v i s i on  between A- and A ' -  
posi t ions.  I n  the LGB model, Chomsky defines A-positions as fo l lows: 
'An A-posit ion i s  one i n  which an argument such as a name 
o r  a var iab le  may appear a t  D-structure; it 1s a 
po ten t ia l  9-position. " (LGB p 47) 
As en ta i led  by the VP-internal-subject hypothesis, however, a l l  9- 
ro les  t ha t  are assigned by a verb are assigned in te rna l  t o  the VP 
pro jec t ion.  Under t h i s  view, the pos i t i on  t o  which the external  
argument moves a t  S-structure i s  never a po ten t ia l  0-position. Thus, 
under the LGB d e f i n i t i o n  o f  A-positions given i n  ( 2 ) ,  the Spec o f  AGRP 
1s not  an A-position but an A'-position. I f  so, the movement o f  the 
subject t o  the Spec o f  AGRP i s  an instance o f  movement t o  an 
A'posi t ion under the LGB d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t h i s  term, t h a t  i s ,  i t  I s  a 
movement t o  a pos i t i on  which i s  not a poten t ia l  9-posi t ion.  This leads 
us t o  expect t ha t  r a i s i ng  o f  the subject t o  the Spec o f  AGRP w i l l  
e x h i b i t  the propert ies standardly associated w i t h  other instances o f  
movement t o  pos i t ions which are not po ten t ia l  9-positions, such as 
t op i ca l i za t i on  o r  wh-movement. But as we show i n  the fo l low ing  
section, t h i s  i s  incor rect .  Movement o f  the subject from i t s  VP- 
i n te rna l  pos i t i on  t o  i t s  surface pos i t i on  displays the c lus te r  o f  
propert ies which i n  the LGB framework i s  associated w i th  cases o f  
movement t o  an A-position: it involves movement from a non-Case-marked 
pos i t i on  t o  a Case-marked pos i t ion,  i t  does not "license p a r a s i t i c  
gaps, and it does not induce crossover violation:;. Coupled w i t h  the 
VP-internal hypothesis, the standard de f i n i t i on  o f  A-positions seems 
thus t o  lead t o  a paradox: movement t o  the Spec o f  AGRP i s  movement t o  
an A'-posit ion under the d e f i n i t i o n  (2 )  o f  A- and A'-posit ions, but i t  
has the propert ies associated w i t h  movement t o  an A-position. 
Given the s t ruc ture  (1)  f o r  a basic sentence, s i m i l a r  problems a r i se  
f o r  cases o f  movement through o r  t o  the spec i f i e rs  o f  intermediate 
funct iona l  project ions.  1 Like the spec i f i e rs  o f  the upper AGR 
pro jec t ion,  the spec i f i e rs  o f  intermediate funct iona l  pro jec t ions are 
ne i ther  9-marked pos i t ions nor p o t e n t i a l l y  9-marked posi t ions.  
Consequently, under the LGB d e f i n i t i o n  o f  A- and A'-posit ions i n  ( 2 ) '  
they are A'-positions. To see whether t h i s  1s a desired consequence we 
need t o  Invest igate the propert ies o f  movement through o r  t o  these 
1. See chapter I11 f o r  arguments f o r  the existence o f  such 
project ions.  Pu t t ing  aside any empir ical evidence confirming t h e i r  
presence, the existence o f  these pos i t ions 1:: t h e o r e t i c a l l l y  
ensured since they are der ivable from X '  theory. 
posi t ions.  I n  the l a s t  subsection o f  t h i s  chapter, we w i l l  consider 
cases o f  movement through these pos i t ions i n  construct ions such as 
Raising, Passive and C l i t i c  movement which induce cast p a r t i c i p l e  
agreement i n  French. I n  Chapter 111, we w i l l  con s ider  data from 
various languages and we w i l l  argue t ha t  movement o t  the spec i f i e r  o f  
intermediate pos i t i on  i s  instanciated i n  a va r ie ty  o f  language and, 
shows propert ies standardly assumed t o  be propert ies o f  A-movement. I f  
t h i s  i s  correct ,  the paradox f o r  the A/A1  d i s t i nc t i on ,  noted above f o r  
the movement o f  the subject t o  the Spec o f  AGRP, ar ises as wel l  w i th  
the spec i f i e r  pos i t i on  o f  intermediate funct iona l  project ions.  
The apparent paradox raised by the VP-internal-subject hypothesis, on 
the one hand, and by the hypothesis t ha t  the basic s t ruc ture  o f  the 
sentence contains several funct iona l  project ions,  OII the other hand, 
i s  due i n  pa r t  t o  a terminological  ambiguity inherent t o  the A/A1 
d i s t i n c t i o n  defined i n  the LGB framework. I n  the LGI3 framework, the 
A/A'  d i s t i n c t i o n  covers two d i s t i n c t  concepts. First: i t  serves t o  
d is t ingu ish  two d i f f e r e n t  types o f  pos i t ions as i n  the d e f i n i t i o n  (2 )  
above. Second, it a lso serves t o  d is t ingu ish  two di l ' ferent types o f  
chains, namely A-chains and A'-chains. A-chains and A'-chains have 
been argued t o  manifest d i f f e r e n t  c lus ters  o f  propert ies:  A-chains are 
subject t o  s t r i c t  l o c a l i t y  condit ions and do not induce crossover 
e f f ec t s  o r  l icense pa ras i t i c  gaps. A1-chains, on the1 other hand, show 
crossover e f fec ts ,  l icense pa ras i t i c  gaps, and are r~on-local*. Thus, 
i n  the LGB framework o f  Chomsky (1981) the A/A '  d i s t i n c t i o n  re fe r s  
ambiguously t o  the nature o f  the pos i t i on  o f  the head o f  a chain and 
----------- 
2. We review these propert ies 1n d e t a i l  i n  sect ion 2.3. 
t o  a c lus te r  gJ proper t ies  associated w i t h  the chains created by 
movement t o  these posi t ions.  This ambiguity i s  unproblematic i n  the 
LGB framework, where i t  1s assumed tha t  the c l u s t s r  o f  proper t ies  o f  a 
given chain s t r i c t l y  cor re la tes w i t h  the nature o f  the pos i t i on  o f  the 
head o f  the chain: chains which manifest the c l us te r  o f  proper t ies  
associated w i t h  A-chains have t h e i r  heads i n  po ten t ia l  9-positions, 
i.e, A-positions; chains which manifest the c lus te r  o f  proper t ies  
associated w i t h  A'-chains do n o t a 3  I n  the  cases mentioned above, 
though, the s t r i c t  co r re l a t i on  does not hold; we have chains which 
exh ib i t  the c l us te r  of propert ies o f  the LGB A-chains but  whose heads 
do not occur i n  po ten t ia l  9-positions. Hence the apparent paradox. 
Recent l i t e r a t u r e  (Cf. Koopman & Sportiche (19881, Holmberg (1986), 
Mahajan (1988)) on the VP-internal-subject hypothesis has added t o  the 
terminological  confusion by using the term A / A '  simply as a name t o  
re fer  (o f ten i m p l i c i t l y )  t o  the c lus te r  o f  
There i s  i n  f a c t  a wel l  known case where t h i s  s t r i c t  co r re l a t i on  
breaks down, namely the case o f  c l i t i c  chains. C l i t i c  chains 
manifest the c l us te r  o f  propert ies associated w i t h  A-chains i n  LGB: 
they are subject t o  s t r i c t  l o c a l i t y  r e s t r i c t i o n s  and they do not 
l icense pa ras i t i c  gaps. This i s  shown by the French examples (i) 
and ( 4  i) below: 
(i) *Je I e  souhaite rencontrer 
I him hope t o  meet 
(11) *(Ce l f v r e ) ,  j e  l ' a i  rang6 avant d'a,voir 1u 
( t h i s  book), I i t  have put away bef'ore t o  have read 
(This book),I put i t  away before having read 
Despite the ungrammaticality o f  (1 )  and ( i d ) ,  the  head o f  a c l i t i c  
chain does not occur i n  a po ten t ia l  0-position. This problem i s  
acknowledged i n  Chomsky (1982) and has been rioted by several 
l i n g u i s t s  ( i n  p a r t i c u l a r  Kayne (1984) and Taraldsen (1986)). 
propert ies associated w i t h  the two types of chains, and/or as a name 
t o  r e fe r  t o  a newly defined not ion o f  what we have ca l led  " the nature 
of the pos i t ion" .  
To avoid terminological  confusion i n  the forthcoming dlscussion, we 
need t o  d is t ingu ish  the two uses o f  the term A/A' which are 
assimi lated i n  the LGB model. We w i l l  refer  t o  the c l us te r  o f  
proper t ies  associated w i t h  the LGB A-chains and LGB A'-chains as the 
anaphoric-cluster (AN-cluster) and the var iable-c luster  (Vbl-cluster).  
Thus, we w i l l  say t ha t  NP-movement i n  Passive and Raising 
construct ions creates instances o f  chains which d isp lay  the AN-cluster 
o f  propert ies: they are "AN-chains". Cruc ia l ly ,  the notion. o f  AN-chain 
does not r e fe r  t o  the nature o f  the pos i t i on  o f  any member o f  the 
chain, but s t r i c t l y  t o  the anaphoric c lus te r  o f  propert ies. S im i la r l y ,  
we w i l l  c a l l  the chains d isp lay ing the Vbl-cluster o f  proper t ies  "Vbl- 
chains". Wh-movement i s ,  o f  course, the canonical instance o f  a Vbl- 
chain. As for  the nature of the pos i t i on  o f  the head o f  a chain, we 
w i l l  r e f e r  t o  the pos i t i on  which i s  the ta rge t  o f  movement 
as the T-position. 
Given these d i s t i nc t i ons ,  we can now adequately formulate the 
questions raised by the adoption o f  the VP-internal-subject hypothesis 
and the "spl i t - INFL" hypothesis. The question i s  not whether movement 
t o  the spec i f i e r  o f  a funct iona l  p ro jec t ion  i s  A- o r  A'-movement. 
Given the terminological  confusion, t h i s  question i s ;  i n  f a c t  
meaningless. Assuming t h a t  the c lus te r  o f  propert ies i s  correct ,  and 
t ha t  i t  i s  the propert ies o f  the landing s i t e  o f  movement which 
determines the nature o f  chains, the rea l  questions are the fo l lowing:  
a) what are the propert ies o f  the T-positions t o  which movement 
creates chains w i t h  AN-properties? 
b) what are the propert ies o f  the T-positions t o  which movement 
creates chains w i t h  Vbl-properties? 
We have observed t h a t  the d i s t i n c t i o n  between p o t e n t i a l l y  9-marked 
pos i t ions and pos i t ions which cannot be 9-marked, which i n  the LGB 
model corresponds t o  the A/A' d i s t i nc t i on ,  becomes i r r e l evan t  i n  a 
framework which adopts the VP-internal-subject hypothesis. We w i l l  
argue t h a t  w i t h i n  such a framework, two other propert ies o f  pos i t ions 
must be taken t o  be relevant t o  the d i s t i n c t i o n  among types o f  chains: 
the property of being Case-marked [ Â  Case] and the property o f  being 
e i t h e r  a spec i f i e r  o r  a complement o f  a head i n  the X '  theore t i c  
sense, which we w i l l  c a l l  the property o f  being Head-Related [Â  Head- 
Related] (henceforth [ Â  HR]). Combining these propert ies,  we obta in  
fou r  possible types o f  pos i t ions which should i n  p r i n c i p l e  determine 
four  d i f f e r e n t  types o f  chains. 
( 3 )  
[+HR +Case ] pos i t ions 
[+HR -Case ] pos i t ions 
[-HR -Case -1 pos i t ions 
[-HR +Case ] pos i t ions 
I n  the coming chapters, we w i l l  i l l u s t r a t e  the F i r s t  three cases. As 
t o  the f ou r t h  case, it i s  questionable whether it should ever be 
real ized. It has been standardly assumed tha t  Case i s  not general ly 
assigned t o  an adjoined pos i t ion.  If t h i s  i s  cor rect  then the f ou r t h  
type w i l l  be ru led out  be an adequated formulat ion o f  the 
conf igurat ions o f  Case assignement. Movement t o  these various types o f  
pos i t ions w i l l  be shown t o  exh ib i t  the propert ies standardly assumed 
t o  cor re la te  w i th  A and A '  chains. As we w i l l  show, movement t o  [+Case 
+HR] posi t ions,  has propert ies associated i n  the LGB model w i th  the 
LGB A-chains; i n  our terminology it creates AN-chains. On the other 
hand, movement t o  [-HR,-Case] pos i t ions has propert ies usual ly  
associated w i t h  the LGB A'chains; i t  creates Vbl-chains. 
In te res t ing ly ,  however, chains headed by [-Case +HR] pos i t ions seem t o  
exh ib i t  a mixture o f  propert ies. As we w i l l  see, t h i s  fo l lows 
s t ra ight forward ly  from our proposal. 
This chapter i s  organized as fo l lows. F i r s t  we describe the various 
proper t ies  o f  pos i t ions t ha t  have been dist inguished w i t h i n  the LGB 
framework. Second we review the c l us te r  o f  properties which have been 
associated w i th  standard cases o f  A chains and A'chains. Next, we 
argue f o r  the relevance o f  the propert ies [ Y R ]  and [Â±Case on the 
basis o f  French and English data. I n  Chapter 111, wo t u r n  t o  
c ross l i ngu i s t i c  data and examine i n  d e t a i l s  the propert ies o f  movement 
t o  the spec i f i e r  o f  funct iona l  project ions.  
2 - 2  P r o p e r t i e s  OF p o s i t i o n s  
2.2.1 The syn tac t i c  relevance o f  pos i t ions 
Before we can t u rn  t o  an examination o f  the propert ies o f  pos i t ions 
which are relevant t o  recasting the A/A'  dichotomy, we w i l l  discuss 
which pos i t i on  i n  a chain must be considered t o  lie relevant. 
Taking the not ion o f  chain here simply as a sequence o f  the type C = 
(a i  .... an) i n  which a f t 1  l o c a l l y  binds a i  various pos i t i ons  could be 
taken i n t o  account t o  d is t ingu ish  various types o f  chains. For 
instance, one could look a t  the propert ies o f  this pos i t i on  o f  the f oo t  
o f  a chain, 1e the pos i t i on  o f  an i n  the sequence. I n  the LGB model, 
the d i s t i n c t i o n  between Case marked t races and non-Case marked t races 
i s  assumed t o  be a f ac to r  d is t ingu ish ing empty cdtegories which are 
defined as var iables from empty category which .are defined as 
anaphors. Given t h i s  d i s t i nc t i on ,  one could t h i n <  o f  de f in ing  chains 
w i th  respect t o  the propert ies o f  the f oo t  o f  a :hain : one could 
def ine AN-chains as chains which terminate i n  a non-Case marked 
pos i t ions and Vbl-chains as chains which terminate i n  a Case-marked 
posi t ions.  Such a d e f i n i t i o n  however has obvious problems. F i r s t  
consider the t race o f  an extracted PP: 
( 4 )  To whonu do you t h i nk  t ha t  Mary should speak ti f i r s t  
I n  (3A), under standard assumptions, ti i s  not Case marked. But it i s  
qu i t e  c lear  t ha t  the chain ( t o  whom, t) does not have propert ies 
comparable t o  the chain created by Raising, since it 1s non loca l  and 
moreover, i t  c l e a r l y  induces WCO and strong crossover, phenomena which 
i n  the standard theory have been observed t o  obtain w i t h  variables: 
a.* To whomi does he+ t a l k  f o r  hours 
b.?? To whomi does h i s f  mother t a l k  f o r  hours 
Next, consider the fo l lowing p a i r  o f  sentences: 
(6 
a.*John i s  l i k e l y  t ha t  Mary has met t 
b. John, i t  I s  l i k e l y  t ha t  Mary has met t 
I n  both cases, (6)a. and (6)b., the f oo t  o f  the cha-in i s  Case-marked; 
but only the second chain i s  wel l  formed, whi le the f i r s t  must be 
excluded. The contrast  i n  (6), thus shows t ha t  reference t o  the 
propert ies o f  the lowest pos i t i on  i n  the chain i s  not  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  
appropr iate ly d is t ingu ish  among types o f  chains. Ref'erence t o  the 
landing s i t e  o f  the movement i s  i n  f a c t  necessary4. I n  the LGB model, 
the propert ies o f  the f oo t  o f  a chain enter wel l  formedness condi t ions 
on predefined type o f  chains; they do not d is t incgu ish among types o f  
chains . For instance, i t  i s  a condi t ion on the wel l  formedness o f  a 
chain t ha t  the foo t  o f  the chain be proper ly governed. I n  other words, 
whether the f oo t  o f  a given chain (an A-or an A'chain) i s  prepoerly 
----------- 
4.  Moreover, it has been argued by Borer (1980) and Epstein (1987) 
t ha t  the requirement tha t  a var iab le  be Case marked i s  i n  f a c t  too 
strong. I f  t h i s  i s  correct ,  then such a c r i t e r i o n  i s  not  s u f f i c i e n t  
t o  d is t ingu ish  various types o f  chains. We re turn  t o  a discussion 
o f  the Case requirement on var iab le  i n  sect ion 4 . 5 . 2 .  
governed o r  not ne i ther  determines nor changes the nature o f  a given 
chain: tan any even the chain w i l l  be i l l - formed, whatever i t s  nature. 
To d is t ingu ish  among types o f  chains, one could also look a t  the 
propert ies o f  the pos i t i on  o f  intermediate l i n k s  i n  a chain. I n  the 
LGB model and i t s  extension proper t ies  o f  the pos i t i on  o f  intermediate 
l i n k s  o f  chains only enter wel l  formedness condi t ions on chains w i th  
the not ion o f  "improper movement" and are not  taken as a d e f i n i t i o n a l  
c r i t e r i o n  o f  the type o f  chain i t s e l f .  Let us consider again the p a i r  
o f  sentences i n  ( 5 ) .  I t  1s i n  f a c t  possib le t ha t  a l l  intermediate 
t races i n  each o f  the chains i n  (5)a. and (3b)b. are Iden t i ca l .  
Nonetheless, these two chains must be dist inguished and again, i t 
seems tha t  reference t o  the landing s i t e  o f  the movement 1s necessary. 
F i n a l l y  one could look a t  the proper t ies  of the pos i t i on  contain ing 
the head o f  a chain, i .e ,  the pos i t i on  a i  i n  the sequence (a1 ... an). 
I n  the LGB model, propert ies o f  the landing s i t e  are taken t o  be a the 
necessary and s u f f i c i e n t  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  the d i s t i n c t i o n  among d i f f e r e n t  
types o f  chains. I t  i s  i n  t h i s  respect t ha t  the d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  A vs A '  
pos i t ions matters: two types o f  chains, A-chains and A'-chains, are 
dist inguished w i t h  respect t o  the s ta tus o f  t h e i r  landing s i t e  
pos i t ions,  each determining the nature o f  the empty category which 
terminates the chain. Variables are defined as empty categories bound 
by an element i n  A'-posi t ion and anaphors as empty categories bound by 
an element i n  A-position. The propert ies o f  each type o f  chains then 
fo l lows from the Binding theory. As we have seen above, reference t o  
the landing s i t e  o f  a given movement seems t o  be necessary . Taking 
the propert ies o f  the landing s i t e  o f  a movement t o  be the relevant 
c r i t e r i o n  t o  d is t ingu ish  among types o f  chains seems thus t o  be the 
n u l l  hypothesis. Moreover, it 1s assumed by Chomsky (1981 and 
fo l lowing work) t ha t  t h i s  c r i t e r i o n  i s  not only necessary but  a lso 
s u f f i c i e n t .  Once a chain i s  i d e n t i f i e d  as belonging t o  a pa r t i cu l a r  
type, it must meet add i t iona l  well-formedness condit ions, but the 
nature of the chain 1s never questionned. To i l l u s t r a t e ,  consider the 
fo l low ing  example: 
(7) There seems a man t o  be l i k e l y  t '  t o  have been arrested 
I n  ( 7 ) ,  the chain ( a  man, t ' , t ) i s  111-formed. Nevertheless, we can 
determine t ha t  it 1s an A-chain i n  the sense o f  LGB, since the landing 
s i t e  o f  the chain i s  an A-position. Thus, we can conclude t ha t  the 
chain i n  ( 7 )  i s  an A-chain which does not  meet the well-formedness 
condi t ions on A-chains. Throughout t h i s  thesis,  we w i l l  adopt the 
hypothesis t ha t  the nature o f  a pa r t i cu l a r  chain 1s necessari ly and 
s u f f i c i e n t l y  determined by the propert ies of the landing s i t e  o f  the 
movement which creates it. A t  various places i n  this; thesis,  but more 
s p e c i f i c a l l y  i n  Chapter 111, we w i l l  provide addi t iona l  support f o r  
t h i s  hypothesis and we w i l l  argue against an a l t e rna t i ve  hypothesis, 
proposed by Kayne ( 1984) and Taraldsen ( 19861, which regards the 
propert ies o f  the binder as the c ruc ia l  fac to r  determining the nature 
o f  a chain. Under the l a t t e r  view, i t  i s  the propert ies o f  the element 
which i s  contained i n  the landing s i t e  pos i t i on  o f  8, movement which 
determines the nature o f  a given chain: the propert ies o f  the pos i t i on  
i t s e l f  are regarded as i r re levant .  Thus, an operator i s  assumed t o  
head an operator chain (w i th  Vbl-propert-fes), I r respec t i ve ly  o f  the 
pos i t i on  i n  which i t  occurs, whi le a non-operator i s  assumed t o  head a 
non-operator chain (w i th  AN-properties). For reasons o f  exposi t ional  
c l a r i t y ,  we postpone a discussion o f  t h i s  a l terna, t ive  u n t i l  the end o f  
Chapter I11 sect ion 3.3.3. A t  t h i s  po in t  i n  the thes is ,  we w i l l  argue 
the 
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Within the government and binding framework several propert ies have 
been assumed t o  d is t ingu ish  pos i t ions i n  a t ree,  f o r  instance, 9- 
marking, Case-marking, and l ex i ca l  government. Tho question o f  the 
rede f i n i t i on  o f  the dichotomy A versus A '  poses i n  f a c t  the question 
o f  which o f  these propert ies must be taken t o  be relevant f o r  the 
d i s t i n c t i o n  between various types o f  movement and/or between various 
types o f  chains. I n  the next subsection, we review the various 
pos i t i on  types and t h e i r  relevance i n  the LTB framework. 
2.2.1.1 &marked positions 
As we mentionned above, i n  the LGB framework, a d4st inc t ion i s  made 
betweenposi t ions t ha t  are 9-marked and pos i t ions t o  which no 9-role 
i s  ever assigned, i e  9'-posit ions. This d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  essen t ia l l y  
relevant t o  the theta-cr i te r ion.  The theta-cr i ter , lon requires t ha t  
every chain contains a t  most one 9-posit ion, namely an. A consequence 
of the 9 -c r i te r ion  i s  t ha t  movement must always bo t o  a 9'-posit ion. 
Another d i s t i n c t i o n  relevant t o  the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  pos i t ions i s  the 
d i s t i n c t i o n  between pos i t ions t ha t  are po ten t i a l l y  &marked, t ha t  i s  
may be 9-marked even i f  they are not always 9-markiid (henceforth [+Pel 
pos i t ions)  and pos i t ions t ha t  are not  po ten t i a l l y  â‚¬\-marke t ha t  1s 
are incapable o f  being 8-marked (henceforth [-PO] pos i t ions)  . The 
not ion po ten t ia l  (P) 1s important here i n  t ha t  it dist inguishes the 
pos i t i on  o f  a surface subject from the pos i t i on  o f  the complement o f  a 
ve rb .  The c lass ica l  d i s t i n c t i o n  obtains i n  a passive construction: the 
surface subject pos i t i on  i s  not  assigned a 9-role; thus it 1s a 
8 'posi t ion.  I t  i s  however not  a [ -Pe l  pos i t i on  (comparable f o r  
Instance t o  the Spec i f ie r  o f  CP). The set  o f  8 'pos i t i on  includes the 
set o f  [-Pel pos i t i on  but not the reverse. I t  i s  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  
between [+P9] pos i t ions and [ -Pe l  pos i t ions which 1s taken t o  be 
c ruc ia l  f o r  d i s t ingu ish ing  among types o f  chains i n  the LGB framework 
2.2.1.2 Case-marked pos i t ions 
Posi t ions are also dist inguished w i th  respect t o  t h ~ s i r  Case 
propert ies:  we can d is t ingu ish  Case-marked positionis o r  [ t C ]  pos i t ions 
from pos i t ions t o  which Case 1s never assigned o r  [--C]-positions such 
as for  instance the pos i t i on  o f  an adjunct. The not ion o f  [ t C ]  
posit ion5 i s  relevant i n  the LGB framework w i t h  respect t o  wel l  
formedness condi t ion on A-chains. As required by condi t ion (170) o f  
Chomsky (1986)a., the head o f  an A chain must be i n  a Case-marked 
5. We assume here a standard view on Case marking as defined i n  LGB. 
La t te r ,  i n  chapter 111, we w i l l  modify our pos i t i on  on Case-marking 
i n  a way which w i l l  not a f f ec t  t h i s  discussion. 
p o s i t i o n  ( o r  be PRO). To p a r a l l e l  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  made above w r t  0- 
marked pos i t i ons ,  we can f u r t h e r  d i s t i n g u i s h  between p o t e n t i a l l y  Case- 
marked pos i t i ons  o r  [+PC] p o s i t i o n s  - (such as, f o r  instance, the  
complement p o s i t i o n  o f  a  passive verb) - from p o s i t i o n s  which are 
incapable o f  being Case-marked, o r  [-PC] position:;, such as adjunct  
pos i t ions .  This d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  not  re levant  i n  the  LGB framework, bu t  
as we w i l l  see, i t  w i l l  be re levant  t o  our discus:iion o f  t h e  
p roper t i es  o f  p o s i t i o n s  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  AN-chains from Vbl-chains. 
2.2.1.3 Base-generated and der ived p o s i t i o n s  
Pos i t i ons  can a l so  be d is t ingu ished w i t h  respect t o  X '  theory: some 
pos i t i ons  are created d i r e c t l y  by t h e  X '  schema a t  t he  l e v e l  o f  D- 
s t ruc tu re ,  wh i le  o thers  are der ived through movement v i a  adjunct ion. 
Let  us c l a r i f y  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n .  Consider t h e  X '  schema as def ined i n  
Chomsky (1986): 
a. X '  X  Y " *  
b. X "  Z"* X '  
where * = 0 t o  n  occurence 
The p o s i t i o n  o f  Y "  i n  (8)a. i s  standardly re fe r red  t o  as t h e  
complement--of X ,  and the  p o s i t i o n  o f  Z" i n  (8)b. eis t h e  s p e c i f i e r  o f  
X ' .  We assume w i t h  Chomsky (1986) t h a t  t he  number o f  complements o f  a  
l e x i c a l  category i s  determined by @-theory. Furthermore, we assume, 
f o l l o w i n g  Kayne (1984), t h a t  the  complement s t r u c t u r e  o f  a  given head 
i s  s t r i c t l y  binary. We w i l l  adopt i n  pa r t i cu l a r  Lar8son's (1988) 
in te rp re ta t ion  o f  Kayne's o r i g i na l  idea, which d i s t r i bu tes  thematic 
arguments along " t r a n s i t i v e "  VP shel ls .  Larson (1988) proposes that ,  
besides binary branching, the p ro jec t ion  o f  argument s t ruc ture  i s  
subject t o  the fo l lowing two pr inc ip les :  
(9)  (1)  i f  a i s  a predicate and (3 i s  an argument o f  a, then 1.3 must 
be rea l ized w i t h i n  a p ro jec t ion  headed by a 
(2 )  Assuming the fo l lowing Thematic Hierachy: 
AGENT > THEME > GOAL > OBLIQUES ( locat ives,  manner e tc)  
I f  a verb determines 9-roles 81 , 8 2 . .  .en ,, then 
the lowest r o l e  on the Thematic Hierachy i s  assigned t o  the 
lowest argument, and so on. 
Larson assumes add i t i ona l l y ,  t ha t  the number o f  pos i t ions projected 
w i t h i n  a pa r t i cu l a r  VP she l l  i s  determined by the number o f  the ta  r o l e  
which a given predicate determines, and t h i s  "whether the theta-role 
i s  ac tua l l y  given t o  the the projected pos i t i on  o r  not".  Note t ha t  
these assumptions have a number o f  non- t r i v ia l  consequences. F i r s t ,  as 
noted by Larson himself,  p r i nc i p l e  ( 1 )  forces the adoption o f  the VP 
i n te rna l  hypothesis. Second, (and t h i s  w i l l  be important f o r  the 
proposal we w i l l  make i n  chapter 3 w i t h  respect t o  the passive 
transformation ( C f  Chapter 111 section 3 . 3 . 5 . 1 ) ,  Larson's 
in te rp re ta t ion  o f  theta-theory forces the existence o f  a spec i f i e r  
pos i t i on  f o r  the agent w i th in  the VP i n  passive constructions. Indeed, 
verbs which undergo passive determine an agent theta-role which under 
Larson's view, must be represented by the highest pos i t i on  projected 
i n  the VP she l l ,  even though the agent theta-role w i l l  not  be assigned 
t o  t h i s  pos i t i on .  I f  so, t h i s  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n ,  which i s  presumably 
no t  occupied by t h e  agent and not  theta-marked, w i l l  be a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
Th i rd  as noted by Larson, t h e  proposed p r i n c i p l e s  o f  argument 
p r o j e c t i o n  impose t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t r u c t u r e  on d i t r a n s i t i v e  verbs such 
6. Given Larson's proposal, a  quest ion a r i ses  w i t h  respect t o  the  
d i s t i n c t i o n  between var ious types o f  verbs w i t h  a  s i n g l e  argument 
such as f o r  instance, the  d i s t i n c t i o n  between i n t r a n s i t i v e  verbs 
and unnacusative verbs i n  the  sense o f  Burz io (1986).  I f  a  verb 
has a  s i n g l e  argument, we would expect under Larson's view t h a t  
on l y  one p o s i t i o n  i s  p ro jec ted i n  t h e  VP. Thus i n t r a n s i t i v e  and 
unnacusative verbs w i l l  have the  same s t ruc tu re ,  and we expect t h e  
d i f f e rences  between these two classes o f  verbs t o  be e s s e n t i a l l y  
thematic. I t  has been shown however by Burz io (among o thers) ,  t h a t  
d i f f e rences  between i n t r a n s i t i v e  verbs and unnaccusative have c l e a r  
syn tac t i c  consequences ( w r t  f o r  instance past  p a r t i c i p l e  
agreement). Moreover, unnaccusative verb behave, i n  several 
regards, very s i m i l a r l y  t o  passive predicates.  Many o f  Bu rz io ' s  
argument d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  the  two classes lead t o  t h e  conclusion t h a t  
the  d i f f e rence  i n  argument s t r u c t u r e  i s  s y n t a c t i c a l l y  encoded. I f  
i t  i s  co r rec t  t o  assume t h a t  there  1s a  s t r u c t u r a l  d i f f e rence  
between the  two types o f  verbs, then t h i s  may c o n s t i t u t e  an 
argument i n  favor  o f  t he  r e a l i z a t i o n  o f  t he  Extended Pro jec t i on  
p r i n c i p l e  w i t h i n  t h e  VP p ro jec t i on .  The hypothesis t h a t  t he  EPP 
app l ies  t o  the  VP-internal subject  would fo rce  t h e  exis tence o f  a  
VP s p e c i f i e r ,  whether o r  no t  t h i s  s p e c i f i e r  i s  a c t u a l l y  f i l l e d  w i t h  
an argument. Under t h i s  view, i n t r a n s i t v e  pred ica tes  could be 
assumed t o  p r o j e c t  t h e i r  s i n g l e  argument as a  Spec o f  VP, wh i l e  
unnaccusative predicates would p r o j e c t  t h e i r s  as a  complement and 
have a  non-theta marked s p e c i f i e r ,  j u s t  l i k e  passive verbs. Th is  
hypothesis t h a t  t he  Extended p r o j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p ' l e  app l ies  t o  t h e  VP 
i n t e r n a l  sub jec t  has been proposed by Koopman and Sport iche (1988). 
7. The symbols S ,  DO,10 should no t  be taken here a s  charac te r i z ing  
grammatical func t ions  but  simply as mnemonic symbols f o r  i n t e r n a l  
arguments and the  ex terna l  argument. 
I f  t h i s  hypothesis i s  cor rec t ,  then t h e  as te r i sks  i n  Chomsky's 
(1986)b. schema s t r i c t l y  correspond t o  0 o r  1, and fie can reformulate 
t h e  X J  schema as fo l l ows  t o  express t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n  t o  b inary  
branching more s t ra igh forward ly  : 
a. X '  --> X ( Y " )  
b. X "  --> (Z") X '  
Note t h a t  given Larsonls proposal, there  i s  no longer a  correspondence 
between the  p o s i t i o n  o f  an i n t e r n a l  argument such a:; t he  d i r e c t  ob jec t  
and the  p o s i t i o n  o f  "complement" i n  the  X ' -  theore t - ic  sense. As we see 
i n  ( l o ) ,  t he  d i r e c t  ob jec t  (DO) o f  a  d i t r a n s i t i v e  pred ica te  i s  a 
" s p e c i f i e r "  i n  the  X '  t h e o r e t i c  sense, no t  a  complement. On t h e  o ther  
hand, the  DO o f  a  t r a n s i t i v e  verb w i l l  be a  complemtint and not  a 
s p e c i f i e r ,  s ince the  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t he  VP s h e l l  w i l l  be the  fo l lowing.  
This suggests t h a t  we need a  no t ion  which covers both spe c i f i e r s  and 
(PC), t o  complements. We propose, f o l l o w i n g  a suggestion by Chomky 
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encompass both notions under the term Head-Related pos i t ions ([+HR] 
(13) a i s  a Head-Related ([+HR]) pos i t i on  i f  and only i f  a i s  a 
s i s t e r  t o  Xo o r  t o  X'a i s  a i .e,  i f  and only i f  a i s  a 
spec i f i e r  o r  a complement i n  the X'-theoretic sense 
As defined i n  (13)' the not ion o f  [+HR] pos i t i on  1s not  l i m i t e d  t o  9- 
arguments o f  l e x i c a l  categories: spec i f i e rs  and complements o f  
funct iona l  pro jec t ions are also [+HR] posi t ions.  Given the X '  schemata 
i n  (11), [+HR] pos i t ions correspond s t r i c t l y  t o  pos i t ions created by 
the X'schemata reduced t o  binary branching. 
Let us now re tu rn  t o  the d i s t i n c t i o n  between pos i t ions created by the 
X '  schemata (equivalent t o  [+HR] pos i t ions i f  X '  theory I s  as 1n (11)) 
and pos i t ions created by movement. Consider f o r  instance, the 
s t ruc ture  o f  a category f o r  which a spec i f i e r  has not been generated 
by the X'schemata. 
----------- 
8. Fukui (1986) has argued t ha t  l ex i ca l  categories do not have 
spec i f i e rs  which close o f f  t h e i r  project ions.  I n  h i s  view, l ex i ca l  
pro jec t ions do not  reach the leve l  o f  X". They remain X '  
project ions and al low some in te rna l  recursion. The proposal has 
consequences f o r  Japanese: Fukui proposes t ha t  the Japanese VP may 
take several external  arguments. Under Larson's proposal, Fukui's 
VP s t ruc ture  can be re in terpreted as a succession o f  VP she l l s  and 
it i s  thus no longer necessary t o  assume tha t  l ex i ca l  categories do 
not  have spec i f ie rs .  We can assume on the contrary, t ha t  the number 
o f  spec i f i e rs  o r  o f  complements i s  one f o r  a l l  types o f  categories. 
There are simply several categories i n t e rna l  t o  the VP. 
A t  S-structure, Move a may ad jo in  a maximal pro ject- ion Z" t o  the  
category X "  y i e l d i n g  the  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (15):  
( 1 5 )  
X "  
I n  ( 1 5 )  t h e  p o s i t i o n  Z" 1s c l e a r l y  no t  a p o s i t i o n  which can be 
generated by the  X '  schema as def ined i n  (11); Z" i s  no t  a s i s t e r  t o  
X ' ,  I t  i s  thus i n  our newly defined terminology a  non-Head-Related 
p o s i t i o n  o r  [-HR] pos i t i on .  Now consider a  st ructure!  i n  which a  
s p e c i f i e r  has been created a t  D-structure by the  X '  schema. Let  us 
assume t h a t  t h i s  s p e c i f i e r  conta ins an empty categor,y w i t h  no 
fea tures ,  a  category serv ing  merely t o  mark t h e  exis tence o f  t he  
pos i t i on .  Suppose t h a t  a t  S-st ructure a  cons t i t uen t  moves t o  t h i s  
p o s i t i o n ,  s u b s t i t u t i n g  fo r  t he  empty maximal p ro jec t i on .  The r e s u l t  
w i l l  be as i n  (16): 
----------- 
9. As noted by Chomsky (1986)b. given t h e  o p t i o n a l i t y  o f  spec i f i e rs ,  
t h e  quest ion a r i ses  o f  whether t h e  pro jec ted s t r u c t u r e  i s  as i n  (1) 
o r  as i n  (ii), sk ipp ing X ' :  
(1) E X "  E x -  x I 1  
(11) [ x "  X I 
We f o l l o w  Chomsky i n  assuming t h a t  choice o f  X 1  i s  forced when there  
i s  a  s p e c i f i e r  and otherwise op t iona l .  
I n  (16) '  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  Z" i s  a p o s i t i o n  conforming t o . t h e  X'schema 
as def ined i n  (11): 2" i s  t he  s t s t e r  o f  X ' .  I n  our terminology, it i s  
a [+HR] pos i t i on .  The d i f fe rence between ( 1 5 )  and (16) i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  
t h e  d i f f e rence  which Chomsky (1986) 
movement, ad junc t ion  as i n  (15) and 
recast  here i n  terms o f  pos i t i ons  d 
generated by t h e  X'schema :[+HR] vs 
es tab l ishes between two types o f  
s u b s t i t u t i o n  <is i n  ( 1 6 ) '  but  It i s  
i r e c t  1 y generated o r  no t  d i r e c t  1 y 
. F-HR] pos i t ions .  
2.2.1.4 Adjunct ion s t r u c t u r e  
As def ined i n  (ll), the  X '  schema does not  generate ad junc t ion  
s t ruc tu res  such as the  one given i n  (15). If as 13 standardly assumed, 
D-structure i s  conform t o  the  X '  shemata t h i s  r a b e s  t h e  quest ion of 
how var ious types o f  adjuncts (such as adverbs and p repos i t i ona l  
adverb ia ls )  w i l l  f i t  i n t o  t h e  t r e e  s t ruc tu re .  The quest ion whether 
the re  e x i s t  base generated adjuncts has of ten been ra ised,  bu t  remains 
up t o  now u n s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  explored. It i s  s tandardly assumed t h a t  t he  
p o s i t i o n s  o f  adjuncts are s y n t a c t i c a l l y  d i s t i ngu ished  from t h a t  o f  
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arguments. But the quest ion o f  the  l e v e l  a t  which adjuncts are 
attached t o  t h e  syn tac t i c  t r e e  remains open, lo 
10. I t  has been suggested by Larson (1988) t h a t  adjuncts could be 
generated l i k e  arguments as members o f  VP she l l s .  Thus f o r  
instance, t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  sentence (1 1 i s  as I n  ( 1  1 ) .  
(1) John saw Mary recen t l y  
(11) VP 
/ \ 
John V '  
/ \ 
VP 
/ \ 
Mary V '  
/ \ 
V recen t l y  
Under t h i s  view, the  p o s i t i o n  of an adjunct  does not  d i f f e r  
s y n t a c t i c a l l y  from t h a t  of an argument. Given t ~ i s  hypothesis, i t  
becomes unclear why adjuncts should p a t t e r n  d i f f e r e n t l y  from 
arguments w i t h  respect t o  a  number o f  syn tac t i c  phenomena and I n  
p a r t i c u l a r  w i t h  respect t o  ex t rac t i ons  and CED e f f e c t s .  R i z z i  
(1989) proposes d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  arguments from adjuncts on t h e  
bas is  o f  t h e i r  semantic p roper t ies :  arguments ape r e f e r e n t i a l  
elements but  adjuncts are not.  He encodes t h i s  semantic d i f f e rence  
i n  the  syntax by using the  mechanism o f  r e f e r e n t i a l  ind ices.  I n  
h i s  view, r e f e r e n t i a l  elements bear r e f e r e n t i a l  ind ices  but  
adjuncts do not .  Th is  has consequences w i t h  respect t o  e x t r a c t i o n  
proper t ies ,  which we discuss i n  sec t ion  4.7.1.1, I n  t h i s  sect ion,  
we w i l l  argue against  t h i s  proposal. Thus, al though we adopt 
Larson's proposal f o r  argument s t ruc tu re ,  we ma,intain t h e  
hypothesis t h a t  adjuncts are s t r u c t u r a l l y  d i s t i n c t  from arguments. 
One problem w i t h  Larson's ana lys is  i s  t h a t  it does not  exp la in  why 
some adverbs can occur on both s ides o f  t he  VP w i t h  b a s i c a l l y  the  
same meaning. 
(1) John recen t l y  saw Mary 
(1 1) John saw Mary recent ly .  (in) John q u i c k l y  l e f t  t he  room 
( i v )  John l e f t  t h e  room qu ick l y  
I t  may be poss ib le  t o  der ive  (1)  from (11) o r  (111) form ( i v )  by 
movement o f  t he  adverb (See Emonds 1978) f o r  a  s i m i l a r  proposal).  
But Jackendoff (1972), Sch ly ter  (1973) ,  and Ernsit (1986) argue 
against  t he  view t h a t  the  v a r i e t y  o f  adverbia l  p o s i t i o n s  i s  due t o  
movement. Both Jackendoff and Ernst  argue t h a t  adverbs are 
d i r e c l t y  generated i n  t h e  p o s i t i o n s  they occur i n  on the  bases o f  
numerous syn tac t i c  and semantic arguments. 
2.2.1.5 Adjuncts a t  S-structure 
The hypothesis t h a t  adjuncts are not  attached a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  D- 
s t r u c t u r e  has been recen t l y  defended by Lebeaux (1988). Lebeaux (1988) 
proposes t h a t  adjuncts are hooked up t o  t h e  t r e e  i n  t h e  course o f  t h e  
d e r i v a t i o n  from D-structure t o  S-st ructure by an opera t ion  which he 
c a l l s  "Adjo in a"  and describes as fo l lows:  "Adjo'in a takes two t r e e  
s t ruc tu res  and ad jo ins  the  second t o  the  f i r s t . "  (p  148) Lebeaux 
assumes t h a t  Ad jo in  a creates "Chomsky-adjoined" s t ruc tu res .  The main 
argument f o r  h i s  view r e l i e s  on t h e  lack  o f  expected v i o l a t i o n s  o f  
p r i n c i p l e  C o f  t he  Binding theory. Consider t h e  f o l l o w i n g  paradigm: 
(17)a. *[Which p i c t u r e  o f  John i l  d i d  hei l i k e  
b. [Which p i c t u r e  t h a t  John bought 1 d i d  he l i k e  
Lebeaux argues t h a t  (17)a. can be ru led  out  by p r i n c i p l e  C apply ing a t  
D-structure, before t h e  movement o f  the wh-constituent. The D- 
s t r u c t u r e  o f  (17)a. i s  given 1n (18):  
(18) he l i k e s  [which p i c t u r e  o f  John] 
I n  ( l a ) ,  t he  pronoun he c-commands the  name John y i e l d i n g  a v i o l a t i o n  
o f  p r i n c i p l e  C .  Under t h i s  view, (17)b. should a l so  be ru led  out. To 
exp la in  t h e  grammat ical i ty  o f  (17)b., Lebeaux proposes t h a t  adjuncts 
are no t  hooked up t o  the  t r e e  a t  t he  l e v e l  o f  D-st ructure:  
consequently, t he  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  p r i n c i p l e  C a t  t h i s  l e v e l  w i l l  have 
no e f f e c t  on adjuncts. Th is  accounts c o r r e c t l y  f'or t he  lack o f  
p r i n c i p l e  C e f f e c t s  i n  (17)b. 
Note t h a t  i f  as proposed by Lebeau, adjuncts are not  hooked up t o  the  
t r e e  a t  t he  l e v e l  o f  D-structure, then t h e  no t ion  o f  [+HR] p o s i t i o n  
which we have def ined I n  (13) need not  be def ined i ndependentl y .  [ t H R ]  
p o s i t i o n s  s t r i c t l y  correspond t o  t h e  p o s i t i o n s  which are generated by 
t h e  X '  schemata given i n  (11). I n  o ther  words, given Lebeau's approach 
t o  adjunct  s t ruc tures ,  the  d i s t i n c t i o n  between [+HR] and [-HR] 
p o s i t i o n s  simply corresponds t o  the  d i s t i n c t i o n  between D-structure 
and non-D-structure pos i t ions .  
There are however a number o f  arguments against  t h e  view t h a t  adjuncts 
are a l l  at tached t o  the  t r e e  a f t e r  the  l e v e l  o f  D-structure. On t h e  
bas is  o f  cont ras ts  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  ones used by Lebeaux, Speas (1989) 
argues t h a t  c e r t a i n  types o f  adjuncts must be present i n  the  base. 
Consider the  f o l l o w i n g  example: 
(19) *How near Dani d i d  hei f i n d  a snake? 
Although q u i t e  acceptable when the  pronoun he and t h e  name John are 
not  coindexed, the  sentence i s  ungrammatical under the  Indexing 
represented i n  (19) .  (19) thus appear t o  v i o l a t e  p r i n c i p l e  C ,  p r i o r  t o  
the  wh-extraction. But "near John" i s  an adjunct,  and under Lebeau's 
approach, we expect the sentence ( 1 9 )  t o  be able t o  escape cond i t i on  
C. Since t h i s  i s  not  the case, the  ungrammatical i ty o f  (19) c l e a r l y  
suggests t h a t  a t  l e a t  some adjuncts must be present a t  t he  l e v e l  o f  D- 
----------- 
11. C f  Speas(1989) f o r  a d e t a i l e d  analys is .  Most probably, t h e  adjucnt 
generated i n  the  base w i l l  be semant ical ly  d i f f e r e n t  than the  one 
attached t o  t h e  t r e e  a t  a l a t t e r  l e v e l .  We suggest t h a t  t he  
d i s t i n c t i o n  may have something t o  do w i t h  the  way adverbs " a f f e c t "  
o r  do not  " a f f e c t "  t he  aspectual s t r u c t u r e  o f  tho  event. We 
2.2 .1 .6  Base-generated adjuncts 
I f  as shown by Speas (1989), some adjuncts must be present a t  t h e  
l e v e l  o f  D-structure, then the  quest ion a r i ses  as t o  how t h i s  can be 
----------- 
suggests t h a t  t h e  base generated adjuncts may be those which 
" a f f e c t "  I n  some ways the  aspectual s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  event 
described by t h e  pred ica te  which the  adjunct  modif ies. K l i p p l e  
(1989) argues f o r  such a d i s t i n c t i o n  among l o c a t i v e  types o f  
adjuncts. She shows t h a t  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  pat te rns  w i t h  a number of 
i n t e r e s t i n g  s y n t a c t i c  contrasts.  Looking a t  French, i t  seems t h a t  
t h e  c l i t i c i z a t i o n  o f  some loca t i ves  1s more d i f f i c u l t  than others. 
Consider the  f o l l o w i n g  sentences: 
(1) a. Jean a p lan t6  des tomates dans 1e j a r d i n  
Jean has p lanted some tomatoes i n  the  garden 
b. Jean y a p lan t6  des tomates 
Jean the re  has p lanted some tomatoes 
( i1 )a .  Jean a repare l a  t e l e v i s i o n  dans 1e j a r d i n  
Jean has f i x e d  the  t e l e v i s i o n  i n  the  garden 
b.?? Jean y a repar6 l a  t616vis1on 
Jean there  has f i x e d  t h e  t e l e v i s i o n  
The semantic d i s t i n c t i o n  between (i) and ( i i )  can be described as 
fo l lows:  i n  (1)  t he  l o c a t i v e  i s  p a r t  o f  t he  make up o f  the  event 
described by the  p red ic ta te .  The " i n  the  garden tomatoe p l a n t i n g "  
a c t i v i t y  i s  d i f f e r e n t  f o r  instance than p l a n t i n g  tomatoes i n  a 
pot. I n  (11) however, the  l o c a t i v e  does not  d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t  t h e  
event. Rather it sets up the  background o f  t he  event. I n  K l i p p l e ' s  
terminology, (i) i s  an "aspectual a f f e c t i n g  l o c a t i v e "  wh i le  ( i i )  
, i s  a frame locat ive .  Suppose t h a t  on l y  the  D-structure adverbs can 
move and not  the  adverbs attached t o  the  t r e e  a t  l a t t e r  l eve l .  I f  
so, the  cont ras t  between (1) and (11) would receive an i n t e r e s t i n g  
explantat ion.  We leave t h i s  quest ion open f o r  f u r t h e r  research. 
12. There are a d d i t i o n a l  problems w i t h  Lebeau's analys is ,  centered 
arround t h e  Issue o f  t he  proper' t reatment o f  "reconstruction", 
which have been pointed out  by Chomsky (1989). We w i l l  come back 
t o  some o f  these arguments i n  the  course o f  Chapter 111. 
made possible. One p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  t o  assume t h a t  this X '  schema i s  
augmented w i t h  the  f o l l o w i n g  rule:13 
Th is  would a l low adjuncts t o  be generated d i r e c t l y  ,it D-structure. 
That t h i s  view i s  q u i t e  p l a u s i b l e  i s  suggested by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
adjuncts seem t o  leave t races when they are ex t rac ted i n  the  syntax. 
This a l lows t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t o  be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e i r  D-structure 
pos i t i on .  As noted by several l i n g u i s t s  (Jackendoff (1972), Ernst  
(1986) among others, a la rge number o f  adverbs have d i f f e r e n t  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  depending on the  p o s i t i o n  i n  which they occur i n  a 
sentence. Consider the  f o l l o w i n g  p a i r s  o f  sentences; 
( 2 1 )  
a.John I n t e l l i g e n t l y  has answered the  quest ion 
b.John has answered the  quest ion i n t e l l i g e n t l y .  
----------- 
13. (20) would genera l ly  l i m i t  ad junc t ion  s t ruc tu res  t o  maximal 
p ro jec t ions .  Cer ta in  adverbs, such as the  adverbs o f  completion 
(completely e tc . . ) ,  seem t o  be V adverbs. (See Pesetsky (1989) 
f o r  some arguments). Possibly,  however, given t h a t  we have adopted 
Larson's s t r u c t u r e  f o r  the  VP, they could be argued t o  a t tach  t o  
the  i n t e r n a l  VP s h e l l ;  i f  so the  s t r u c t u r e  would be as fo l lows:  
v P 
/ \ 
s V '  
/ \ 
VP 
/ i  \ 
completely VP completely 
/ \ 
v 0 
This s t r u c t u r e  i s  cons is ten t  w i t h  t h e  hypothesis t h a t  ad junc t ion  
on ly  occurs t o  maximal p ro jec t ions .  Moreover, 11, accounts f o r  t he  
f a c t  t h a t  these types o f  adverbs genera l ly  seem t o  modify t h e  
ob jec t  and not the  subject .  
(21)a. could be paraphrased as fo l lows:  " i t  was i n t e l l i g e n t  o f  John t o  
answer the  quest ion". (21)b., on t h e  cont rary ,  cannot have t h i s  
meaning: i t  can be paraphrased as fo l lows:  "John answered the  quest ion 
i n  an i n t e l l i g e n t  manner". I n  view o f  these fac ts ,  consider now the  
f o l l o w i n g  sentence: 
(22) How i n t e l l i g e n t l y  d i d  John answer the  quest ion? 
I n  (22) the  adverb has been extracted.  A p r i o r i ,  we would expect wh- 
e x t r a c t i o n  t o  be able t o  occur from any o f  t he  poss ib le  p o s i t i o n s  t h a t  
t h e  adverb can take. I f  so, (22) should be ambiguous between the  
"subject  o r ien ted"  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  (21)b and the  manner 
I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  (21)b. But, cont rary  t o  expectat ion, i n  (22) the  
adverb can on ly  have the  meaning o f  (21)b, i .e . ,  t he  "manner" reading: 
t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  (21)a. i s  unavai lable. Th is  i s  unexpected, i f  both 
p o s i t i o n s  f o r  t h e  adverb are "represented" i n  the  same way i n  the  
s t ruc tu re .  I n  o ther  words, i f  as standardly assumed t h e  adjunct  leaves 
a  t race  a f t e r  ex t rac t i on ,  one would expect t o  be able t o  get a  t race  
i n  both the  p o s i t i o n  (21)a and the  p o s i t i o n  (21)b. To exp la in  the  f a c t  
t h a t  on l y  t h e  "manner" i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  poss ib le  i n  quest ions, we 
suggest t h a t  wh i le  manner adverbs are present a t  0 -s t ruc ture  and ( thus  
leave t races when they are subject  t o  movement) sub jec t  o r i en ted  
adverbs (and may be more general ly  a l l  adverbs which are considered t o  
be sen ten t ia l  adverbs) have not  ye t  been hooked UD t o  t h e  t r e e  when 
wh-movement occurs. The consequence o f  t h i s  assumption i s  t h a t  subject  
o r ien ted adverbs and sen ten t ia l  adverbs are expected t o  be 
i n e x c t r a c t i b l e ,  an expectat ion which i s  confirmed by the fac ts .  
(23) *How prob lab ly  w i l l  John t o  come? 
(vs How probable i s  i t  tha t  John w i l l  come) 
As proposed by Chomsky (19811, D-structure i s  a pure representat ion o f  
&re la t ions.  It fo l lows from t h i s  hypothesis t ha t  t o  be present a t  D- 
s t ruc tu re  an adjunct needs t o  be l i censed  somehow by 0-theory. 
Higginbotham (1985), fo l lowing Davidson (IWO), has argued t ha t  
adverbs are predicates o f  events. He has also proposed extending the 
set  o f  possible 9-relat ions, pos i t i ng  a r e l a t i o n  o f  autonymous 0- 
marking which appl ies between adverbs and predicate:;. I f ,  as proposed 
by Higginbotham, adjuncts enter 0-relat ions, it i s  no problem f o r  them 
t o  be d i r e c t  1 y generated a t  D-structure. 
Note t ha t  i f  we augment the X'schemata w i t h  the ru l e  (20 ) ,  the 
s t ruc tu re  given i n  (15) would now correspond t o  a pos i t i on  which i s  
generalble by the X '  schema. I f  so, we then need the! d e f i n i t i o n  i n  
(13), t o  d is t ingu ish  the pos i t i on  o f  Z "  i n  (15) from the pos i t ions 
generated by the ru les  i n  (11). Given the d e f i n t i t i o n  (13), ( the 
pos i t i on  o f  Z "  i s  a [-HRI pos i t ion.  Thus the d e f i n t i t i o n  i n  (13) 
d ist inguishes Spec i f ie rs  and complements from adjunct st ructure,  
whether these adjuncts are present a t  D-structure o r  are the r e s u l t  o f  
movement. 
One possib le advantage t o  the proposal t ha t  X '  theory be extended t o  
include the ru l e  (20) i s  tha t  it permits a c lear  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  the 
not ion "Structure Preservation" which was f i r s t  proposed by Emrnonds 
(1976) i n  a framework which d i d  not include the X'thcory. 
Consider the fo l low ing  structure:  
I n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  ( 2 4 ) '  a  head has moved t o  the  s p e c i f i e r  o f  a  maximal 
p ro jec t i on .  A s t r u c t u r e  such as (24) could never be produced by t h e  
r u l e s  o f  t h e  X '  schema. The i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  i s  
accounted f o r  i n  Chomsky (1986) as a  v i o l a t i o n  o f  "S t ruc ture  
Preservat ion" .  Assuming t h a t  t h e  X '  schema i s  augmented w i t h  t h e  r u l e  
i n  (20)' we can understand the  no t ion  o f  S t ruc ture  Preservat ion i n  
terms o f  t he  d i s t i n c t i o n  between p o s i t i o n s  generable by t h e  augmented 
X'schema ( ru les  (11) t r u l e  (20)  ) and p o s i t i o n s  which are  no t  
generable w i t h  the  augmented X '  schema. Th is  would d i s t i n g u i s h  
approp r ia te l y  the  s t r u c t u r e  (15 )  from t h e  s t r u c t u r e  (24). Note a l so  
t h a t  t h i s  i s  equivalent  t o  the  proposal t h a t  t he  output  o f  S-st ructure 
movement must be const ra in ted by X '  theory,  a  proposal made by Chomsky 
(c lass  l e c t u r e  (1986)). 
As we have seen. there  seems t o  be some empi r ica l  arguments as we l l  as 
some t h e o r e t i c a l  considerat ions which support t he  assunmption t h a t  
adjuncts can be base generated. We w i l l  thus adopt t h i s  p o s i t i o n ,  
al though we remain conscious t h a t  a  f u l l  d iscussion o f  t he  quest ion o f  
t h e  l e v e l  a t  which adjuncts are attached t o  the  t r e e  would requ i re  an 
extensive study o f  adjunct  s t r u c t u r e  which i s  beycnd the  l i m i t s  o f  
t h i s  d i sse r ta t i on .  The main p o i n t  which i s  re levant  t o  our present 
d icussion i s  the  hypothesis t h a t  whatever t h e  l e v e l  a t  which adjuncts 
a t tach  t o  t h e  t r e e ,  they do not  occupy pos i t i ons  which we have termed 
[ +HR l  pos i t i ons ,  i . e ,  they are not  s i s t e r s  o f  X '  o r  XO pro jec t ions .  We 
thus assume wi thout  f u r t h e r  d iscussion t h a t  adjuncts are s y n t a c t i c a l l y  
d i s t i n c t  from arguments i n  t h a t  they occupy [-HR] pos i t ions .  
2.2.1.7 Summary 
The f o l l o w i n g  cha r t  summarizes the  types o f  p o s i t i o n s  mentioned above 
and t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  relevance i n  the  LGB framework: 
( 2 5 )  
D i s t i n c t i o n  
[ + e l  posi  t ions/[-91 p o s i t i o n s  
[+Pe l  posi t ions/ [ -Pel  p o s i t i o n s  
[+C]pposit ions/[-C] pos i t i ons  
[+PC] posit ions/[-PC] pos i t i ons  
[+HR] p o s i t  ions/[-HR] p o s i t  ions 
Relevance t o  GB 
re levant  f o r  tho  9 - c r i t e r i o n  
t h e  LGB A/A '  d i s t i n c t i o n  
re levant  f o r  we'l 1-formedness 
cond i t i on  on A-chains 
i r r e l e v a n t  
i r r e l e v a n t  
I n  sec t ion  2 .2 ,  we discuss these d i s t i n c t i o n s  and t h e i r  relevance t o  
the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  var ious types of chains. But before we t u r n  t o  t h i s  
t ask ,  we review the  var ious p roper t i es  which are p a r t  o f  t he  c l u s t e r  
d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  between two types o f  chains. 
2 - 3  P r o p e r t i e s  OF chain: 
I n  the  previous sec t ion ,  we discussed an inventory 01' t he  p roper t i es  
o f  syn tac t i c  pos i t i ons  i n  t h e  LGB framework. I n  t h i s  sect ion,  we 
b r i e f l y  review the  phenomena which have been argued t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  AN- 
chains from Vbl-chains, Recal l  t h a t  we have opted f o r  t h i s  terminology 
i n  order  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  p roper t i es  exh ib i ted  by d i f f e r e n t  types o f  
dependencies from t h e  p roper t i es  o f  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e i r  landing 
s i t e s .  Thus, AN-chains are chains which have the  p roper t i es  o f  A- 
chains i n  t h e  sense o f  LGB, but  whose heads may net  be i n  an A- 
p o s i t i o n  under the  d e f i n i t i o n  given t o  t h i s  term I n  LGB; l i kewise ,  
Vbl-chains have the  p roper t i es  o f  A'-chains, but  may not  have heads i n  
an A' -posi t ion.  Our immediate purpose i n  t h i s  sec t ion  i s  no t  t o  
consider i n  d e t a i l  t he  ana lys is  o f  these phenomena. We simply in tend 
t o  e s t a b l i s h  them as t e s t s  f o r  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  between AN-chains and 
Vbl-chains. The occurrence o f  these syn tac t i c  phenomena represents t h e  
data t h a t  any theory o f  chains must be able t o  account f o r .  
2.3.1 Standard d i s t i n c t i o n s  
The f i r s t  property  which d is t ingu ishes Vbl-chains from AN-chains 1s 
t h a t  on l y  the  former type o f  chain i s  s e n s i t i v e  t o  crossover e f f e c t s .  
As f i r s t  noted by Wasow ( 1 9 7 2 ) ,  t he re  are two types o f  crossover 
e f f e c t s  which, he termed s t rong crossover and weak crossover; these 
are i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  ( 2 6 )  and ( 2 7 ) ,  respect ive ly .  
( 2 6 )  
a.* Whoi does hei t h i n k  Mary loves t i 
b. * Johni , hei t h i n k s  Mary loves ti 
a.?? Whoi does h i s  mother love ti 
b.?? Maryi , as you remember, John t h i n k s  he r i  mother 1  i k e s i  ' 4  
14. Facts about WCO e f f e c t s  w i t h  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  seem t o  be q u i t e  
con t rove rs ia l .  For some speakers, t h e  e f f e c t  i s  weaker than w i t h  a  
WH-phrase ( C f .  Lasnik and Stowel l  (1989)) .  For others, t h i s  i s  not  
t h e  case. Lasnik and Stowel l  suggest t h a t  t h e  absence o f  WCO w i t h  
t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  may be due t o  LF reconstruct ion.  A t  LF, t h e  
t o p i c a l i z e d  NP i s  lowered back t o  I t s  base pos i t i on .  There 1s thus 
no va r iab le  w i t h  which the  pronoun core fers  and which does not  c- 
command t h e  pronoun; hence WCO e f f e c t s  are not  oxpected. For 
speakers who do get  WCO e f f e c t s ,  we can assume t h a t  e i t h e r  
reconst ruc t ion  has not  occured o r  t h a t  t h e  focus which i s  on the  
Topic makes i t  a  quas i -quan t i f i e r  which fo rces  the  NP t o  r a i s e  
back under QR t o  take a  scopal pos i t i on .  I f  so, the re  w i l l  be a  
va r iab le  which does not  c-command the  pronoun a t  LF and WCO 
e f f e c t s  w i l l  ob ta in .  We have suggested t h a t  t he  d i f f e rence  1s one 
among speakers. This suggestion i s  very odd: one does no t  expect a  
d i a l e c t a l  d i f f e rence  between speakers w i t h  respect t o  
reconst ruc t ion  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  This suggests t h a t  i n  f a c t  t he re  
might be two d i f f e r e n t  types o f  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n ,  types which would 
be f a i r l y  d i f f i c u l t  t o  d i s t i ngu ish .  That t h i s  ana lys is  i s  q u i t e  
p l a u s i b l e  i s  supported by the  f o l l o w i n g  f a c t s  pointed o u t  by D. 
Pesetsky (pc):  f o r  him, WCO occurs w i t h  what we w i l l  c a l l ,  
f o l l o w i n g  h i s  suggestion, "non-contrast ive" t o p i c a l i z a t i o n .  
Consider t h e  f o l l o w i n g  case: 
(1) I am glad you mentioned Mary. 
??Maryi, as you may remember, John t h i n k s  he r i  mother 
l i k e s  t i. 
I t  does not  occur, however, w i t h  " con t ras t i ve  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n " :  
(11) The o l d  man wanted t o  i n v i t e  many people t o  celebrate.  That 's  
c e r t a i n l y  a good idea. But Johni,  I thought t h a t  h i s i  f a t h e r  
should not  i n v i t e  ti. 
Top ica l i za t i on  cases such as ( i i i ) ,  which involvle reconstruct ion,  
seem t o  have t o  be o f  t he  con t ras t i ve  type: 
( i  ii 1 I t  i s  John's j ob  t o  promote people. Himself ,  John always thought 
he should promote b e t t e r .  
I n  the  case o f  con t ras t i ve  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n ,  Pesetsky repor ts  t h a t  
even s t rong crossover v i o l a t i o n s  tend t o  disappear. 
( i v )  Some presidents t h i n k  they do not  have t o  abide by the  law. 
?Nixon, I c e r t a i n l y  t h i n k  t h a t  Nixon thought above the  law. 
This i s  cons is ten t  w i t h  the  idea t h a t  t h i s  type o f  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  
involves reconst ruc t ion  a t  LF. 
(26) 1s standardly analyzed as a  v i o l a t i o n  o f  p r i r l c i p l e  C. I n  the LGB 
model, a  var iab le  i s  an R-expression and must be A-free i n  the domain 
o f  i t s  operator. I n  ( 2 6 ) ,  the var iab le  l e f t  by the WH-extraction i s  
bound by the subject pronoun he i n  the domain o f  i t s  operator who. The 
sentence i s  thus s t ra ight forward ly  ru led out by p r i n c i p l e  C. Various 
analyses o f  the ungrammaticality o f  (27) have been given; we w i l l  not 
review them here. Character is t ic  s t ruc tures inducing WCO v i o l a t i ons  
can be described in fo rma l l y  as fol lows: 
(28) 
WCO e f f ec t s  occur i n  a  conf igurat ion where a  
quan t i f i e r  binds both a  var iab le  and a  prolnoun and 
ne i ther  the pronoun nor the var iab le  c-commands the other 
* [ Q i  [ . . . [pronouni . . . I . .  .ti . . . ] 1  
The s t ruc tu re  of (27)a. meets t h i s  conf igurat ion,  so coreference 
between the pronoun and the var iab le  i s  p roh ib i ted ,  
As has o f ten been noted, AN-chains are insens i t i ve  t o  crossover 
e f fec ts .  The absence o f  strong crossover e f f ec t s  cannot be tested, due 
t o  interferences from p r i n c i p l e  B o f  the Binding theory. Consider the 
fo l lowing example: 
(29) 
*Johni i s  l i k e l y  t o  seem t o  himi t o  have been arrested ti 
S u p e r f i c i a l l y ,  the pronoun h i m  seems t o  be i n  a  d i f f e ren t  clause from 
i t s  binder John. But i n  f a c t  the s t ruc tu re  o f  (29) i s  as i n  (30): 
(30) 
Johni i s  l i k e l y  [ ti t o  seem t o  himi [t ' i t o  have been arrested ta'i]] 
Given t h i s  structure,  crossover i s  i r re levant ,  since i f ,  as 
represented i n  (30), the pronoun i s  construed as coreferent ia l  t o  
John, there w i l l  be a stra ight forward v i o l a t i o n  o f  p r i nc i p l e  B: ti 
binds the pronoun i n  i t s  governing category. 
The absence o f  weak crossover e f f ec t s  i n  AN-chains, however, can be 
tested. Consider (31): 
(31 1 
Everybodyi seems t o  h i s t  mother [ti t o  be the most i n t e l l i g e n t  person 
I n  the world.] 
I n  (31), the pronoun can be construed as bound by the quan t i f i e r  
everybody a f t e r  the ra i s i ng  o f  t h i s  quan t i f i e r  t o  the subject pos i t i on  
o f  the matr ix .  This i s  a conf igurat ion o f  weak crossover: the 
q u a n t i f i e r  binds both a pronoun and a t race,  and ne i ther  c-commands 
the other. Cruc ia l l y  f o r  the LGB model, however, the t race i s  bound by 
an element i n  an A-position, and I s  thus not a variable. (31) thus 
shows t ha t  AN-chains are indeed insens i t i ve  t o  weak crossover. 
A second property which dist inguishes Vbl-chains from AN-chains i s  the 
l icens ing o f  pa ras i t i c  gaps. Vbl-chains l icense p a r a s i t i c  gaps: 
(32) 
a.Which paper d i d  you f i l e  before reading 
b.These papers, I always f i l e  before reading 
AN-chains,however, do not: 
( 3 3 )  
a.*The repor t  was f i l e d  t a f t e r  B i l l  read e 
b.*The repor t  seems t o  have been f i l e d  t before B i l l  read e l5  
15.  The reason why A-movement does not  l i cense  PGs remains somewhat 
obscure i n  Chomsky's (1986) B a r r i e r s  model. I n  Chomsky (1982) t he  
f o l l o w i n g  cond i t ions  are given on t h e  l i c e n s i n g  of p a r a s i t i c  gaps. 
(1) (1)  a c-commands t and e 
(11) t does not  c-command e o r  conversely 
( 1 1 1 )  a does not  head the  chains ( a , t )  and (a,e) 
( i v )  e i s  governed and heads a chain w i t h  a + r o l e  
I n  t h i s  approach, a p a r a s i t i c  gap i s  l icensed i f  i t  i s  c-commanded 
by the  operator  which l icenses the  rea l  gap. The ungrammatical i ty 
o f  examples l i k e  (33) fo l l ows  from cond i t i on  ( H i ) .  To quote 
Chomsky: " i f  a i s  i n  an A-posit ion, then . . ( i i i )  i s  always 
v io la ted ,  s ince a heads the  chains ( a , t )  and (a,e)".  The chain 
(a,e) 1s r u l e d  out .  There are two cases t o  consider: 1) both a and 
e have an Independent 9-role, so t h a t  e must be PRO under t h e  
func t i ona l  determinat ion o f  empty categor ies.  Th is  i s  r u l e d  out  
because PRO needs t o  be i n  an ungoverned pos i t i on .  2 )  a does not 
have an independent & r o l e  and e i s  an anaphor which i s  unbound i n  
i t s  governing category, i n  v i o l a t i o n  o f  p r i n c i p l e  A o f  t he  Binding 
theory. 
I n  Barriers, however, Chomsky proposes t h a t  p a r a s i t i c  gap 
const ruc t ions  conta in  an empty operator  and t h a t  a p a r a s i t i c  chain 
i s  l icensed by Chain composition. Chain composition i s  de f ined as 
fo l lows:  
(11) I f  C = (a i  ,....an) i s  t he  chain o f  t h e  rea l  gap, and C '  = 
( 1 3 7 ,  ..., h) i s  the  chain o f  t h e  r e a l  gap, then t h e  "composed 
chain" (C,C7) = ( a i ,  ... ,an, 01 ... 1311) i s  t h e  chain asssociated w i t h  
the  p a r a s i t i c  gap const ruc t ion  and y i e l d s  i t s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  
Chain composition must obey t h e  f o l l o w i n g  cons t ra in t :  
head o f  t h e  
Let  us cons 
( i v )  The repor t  
For Chomsky 
the  adjunct  
b a r r i e r  f o r  
(111) The operator o f  t he  p a r a s i t i c  gap must be 0-subjacent t o  the  
A-chain o f  t h e  rea l  gap. 
i d e r  the  s t r u c t u r e  o f  (33 ) :  
was[vp [ V P  f i l e d  t ]  [ a f t e r  [op B i l l  read t ] ] ]  
, VP i s  a b a r r i e r .  However, i t  i s  u s u a l l y  assumed t h a t  
i s  adjoined t o  t h e  VP; i f  so, the  VP w i l l  no t  be a 
anyth ing contained i n  t h e  adjunct,  s ince t h e  VP does 
no t  dominate the  adjunct ;  on l y  one segment o f  t h e  VP dominates the  
adjunct.  Assuming, as Chomsky does, t h a t  t he  operator  can ad jo in  
t o  the  adjunct  PP, VP w i l l  not be a b a r r i e r  f o r  t h e  operator,  
which w i l l  be 0-subjacent t o  the  head o f  t he  A-chaln, as fo l lows:  
(v )  The repor t  was[vp [UP f i l e d  t l  [ op [ a f t e r  [ B i l l  read t l ] ] ]  
A t h i r d  property which dist inguishes AN-cha 
AN-chains create new binding p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  
Consider ( 3 4 )  and ( 35 ) :  
i n s  frwi Vbl-chains 
whi le Vbl-chains do 
i s  t h a t  
not. 
a . * I t  seems t o  h imsel f i  t ha t  Johni i s  the most i n t e l l i g e n t  person i n  
the world 
b. John? seems t o  h imsel f i  [t t o  be the most i n t e l l i g e n t  person I n  
the wor 1 d l  
(35 )  
a . * I t  seems t o  each o ther i  t h a t  they i  are happy 
b. Theyi seem t o  each other-i t o  be happy (LGB p. 45)  
The a. sentences are excluded by p r i n c i p l e  A o f  the Binding theory 
because the anaphor has no antecedent i n  i t s  govern-ing category. The 
b. sentences, however, are per fec t ;  r a i s i ng  the NP I'rom the embedded 
sentence has provided the anaphor w i t h  an appropriate antecedent. 
Now consider the fo l l ow ing  sentences: 
(36) 
a.*Pictures o f  h imsel f i  k i l l e d  Johni 
b. *Johrii , p ic tu res  o f  h imsel f i  k i  1 l ed  ti 
c.*Which boyi d i d  p i c tu res  o f  h imsel f i  k i l l  ti 
----------- 
This framework thus has no way t o  exclude p a r a s i t i c  gaps t n  A- 
chains. 
a.*Each other 's4 f r i e n d s  t o l d  John t h a t  Mary would l i k e  these meni 
b.*These meni, each o t h e r ' s i  f r i e n d s  t o l d  John t h a t  Mary would l i k e  ti 
c.*Which menj d i d  each o t h e r ' s i  f r i e n d s  t e l l  Johr t h a t  Mary would l i k e  
ti 
The a. cases o f  (36) and (37 )  a re  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  r u l e d  ou t  by 
p r i n c i p l e  A o f  t he  Binding theory: the  anaphor contained i n  t h e  
sub jec t  NP has no antecedent. I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  however, i n  t h e  b. and c. 
cases o f  (36 )  and (37) the  anaphors do have p l a u s i b l e  antecedents, 
namely the  t o p i c a l i z e d  NP o r  t he  WH-moved element. These cons t i t uen ts  
c l e a r l y  c-command the  anaphors: nevertheless, t he  sentences remain 
ungrammatical. One could t r y  t o  argue t h a t  t he  f ron ted  cons t i t uen ts  
a re  no t  p a r t  o f  t he  governing category o f  t he  anaphor, so p r i n c i p l e  A 
remains unsa t i s f i ed .  C lear ly ,  t h i s  depends on the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  GC, 
bu t  whatever the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  GC might be, i t  must be ab le  t o  account 
f o r  t he  well-known fac t  t h a t  anaphors w i t h i n  sub jec t  noun phrases can 
be bound outs ide  o f  t he  sentence immediately conta in ing  them. Consider 
t he  f o l l o w i n g  examples: 
(38) 
a.Johni t h i n k s  [ t h a t  p i c t u r e s  o f  h imse l f i  w i l l  be on sa le  p r e t t y  soon] 
b.These guys c la im  t h a t  each o the r ' s  theory does not  work 
Given t h a t  t h i s  b ind ing  must  be allowed, i t  i s  doubt fu l  t h a t  any 
d e f i n i t i o n  o f  GC can be such t h a t  i t  w i l l  i nc lude the  ma t r i x  subject  
i n  (38) bu t  no t  t he  f ron ted  cons t i tuents  i n  (37). I f  so, we must 
conclude t h a t  it i s  e i t h e r  the  type o f  dependency involved i n  t he  
examples i n  (37), namely what we have c a l l e d  Vbl-chains, o r  t h e  
proper t i es  o f  t he  p o s i t i o n  conta in ing  t h e  
prevents the  b ind ing o f  t he  anaphor t o  be 
f ron ted  elements which 
sa t i s f i ed .  
The b ind ing o f  a pronoun by a q u a n t i f i e r  i n  a t o p i c a l i z e d  p o s i t i o n  i s  
a l so  impossible, as shown by (39). However, t he  ungrammatical i ty o f  
(39) i s  probably due t o  the  I n t r i n s i c  Imposs ib l i l ' l t y  o f  t o p i c a l i z i n g  
q u a n t i f i e r s  o r  q u a n t i f i e d  NPs, ra the r  than s o l e l y  t o  the  p roper t i es  o f  
Vbl-chains. 
(39) 
a.* Everyonei , h i s i  mother loves ti 
b. *(??)Every boyi , h i s i  mother loves ti 
Consider, however, t he  f o l l o w i n g  paradigm: 
(40) 
a. Each woman'si husband 1 ikes  her i  mother 
b. *Heri mother 1 i kes each woman'si husband 
c.*Each woman'si husband, he r i  mother l i k e s  
(40)a. shows t h a t  al though the  q u a n t i f i e r  i s  embedded ins ide  an NP, i t  
can b ind  the  pronominal i n  the  ob jec t  NP. (40)b. shows t h a t  a 
q u a n t i f i e r  i ns ide  an ob jec t  NP leads t o  a weak crossover v i o l a t i o n .  
Whatever the  explanat ion o f  t h i s  phenomenon16, we can use i t  t o  
determine i f  the  b ind ing o f  a pronominal i s  poss ib le  from a 
t o p i c a l i z e d  pos i t i on .  Eng l ish  speakers consulted r e j e c t  (40)c. j u s t  as 
16. One p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  t o  assume t h a t  t h e  Quan t i f i ed  expression 
contained i n  t h e  NP w i l l  r a i se  t o  a d j o i n  t o  S a t  LF. Th is  creates 
a con f igu ra t i on  o f  WCO i n  (40b) bu t  no t  i n  (40)a.. (32)c.  i s  more 
complex s ince i t  probably involves reconstruct ion.  
s t rong ly  as (40)b., which i nd i ca tes  t h a t  t h e  b ind ing o f  a pronoun by 
a q u a n t i f i e r  from an adjoined p o s i t i o n  i s  not  possib le.  
The f o l l o w i n g  t a b l e  summarizes t h e  t y p i c a l  d i f f e rences  we have 
reviewed between AN-chains and Vbl-chains: 
(41 1 
AN-cluster 
wco - 
P a r a s i t i c  Gaps - 
anaphoric b ind ing 
by moved XP + 
pronominal b ind ing 
by moved NP + 
Add It 
which 
o f  Vb 
f a c t s  
i ona l  d i f ferences which have been noted i n  the  l i t e r a t u r e  but  
are o f  l ess  relevance t o  us inc lude t h e  f a c t  t h a t  c e r t a i n  types 
1-chains l i cense resumptive pronouns. To my knowledge, s i m i l a r  
f o r  AN-chains.'' David Pesetsky (1982) a l so  
i n s  are subject  t o  crossing dependencies, AN- 
. We r e f e r  t h e  reader t o  Pesetsky (1982) f o r  
have not  been noted 
argues t h a t  wh i le  Vbl-cha 
chains are immune t o  them 
arguments. 
----------- 
17.  H a i t i a n  Creole s u p e r f i c i a l l y  seems t o  v i o l a t e  t h i s  genera l iza t ion .  
Indeed, t y p i c a l  r a i s i n g  const ruc t ions  requ i re  a pronominal copy 
which seemingly occurs i n  the  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  t r a c e  o f  t he  ra ised 
element. 
.~ (1)  Jan sanb16 11 p a t i  
Jan seems he t o  have l e f t  
See Deprez (1988) f o r  an a n a l y s i s o f  these f a c t s  which i s  
compatible w i t h  the  genera l iza t ion  t h a t  AN-chains do not  l i cense 
resumptive pronouns. 
2.3.2 F l o a t i n g  Quan t i f i e rs  
To t h e  d i f f e rences  noted i n  t h e  t a b l e  i n  ( 4 1 ) ,  we add another one 
which i s  revealed by tak ing  a c loser  look a t  t he  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  
f l o a t i n g  quant i f ie rs18.  Sport iche (1988) has argued t h a t  t he  
phenomenon of " q u a n t i f i e r  f l o a t i n g "  i s  b e t t e r  analyzed as a phenomenon 
o f  " q u a n t i f i e r  s t randing".  I n  h i s  view, i t  i s  no t  t he  q u a n t i f i e r  which 
moves but  ra the r  the  quant i f ied  NP: t h i s  NP, on i t s  way t o  t h e  
"ex terna l "  sub jec t  p o s i t i o n  ( t h e  SPEC o f  AGR-, strands a q u a n t i f i e r  i n  
t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  a VP i n t e r n a l  subject.  
(42)  
The c h i l d r e n i  must have been c l e v e r l y  [UP [a11 ti I pretending t o  sleep 
(Sport lche (1988)) 
Th is  ana lys is  accounts e legan t l y  f o r  t he  apparent anaphoric s ta tus  o f  
t h e  f l o a t e d  q u n a t i f i e r s  w i thout  having t o  assume t h i l t  t h e  q u a n t i f i e r  
i t s e l f  i s  an anaphor. I n  Sport iche's  view, it i s  simply t h e  t race  o f  
t he  moved NP which func t ions  as an anaphor. Once we adopt the  proposed 
ana lys is ,  It i s  immediately apparent t h a t  t h e  VP-internal sub jec t  
p o s i t i o n  i s  not  t he  on ly  p o s i t i o n  i n  which a quant i f ' ie r  may be 
stranded. Consider the  examples i n  (43): 
(43) 
a.The band i ts  would a l l  have been ar res ted before dawn 
b.The bandi ts  would have a l l  been ar res ted before dawn 
----------- 
18. Th is  phenomenon has been b r i e f l y  noted i n  passing by Sport iche 
(1988) .  
c.The band i t s  a re  a l l  l i k e l y  t o  have been a r r e s t e d  be fo re  dawn 
d.The band i t s  seem t o  have a l l  been l i k e l y  t o  have been a r r e s t e d  . 
be fo re  dawn 
As shown by t h e  g ramrna t i ca l i t y  o f  (431, strandec q u a n t i f i e r s  can occur 
i n  many p laces  a long  t h e  pa th  o f  NP I n  t h e  s p i r i t  o f  
Spo r t i che ' s  a n a l y s i s ,  we can assume t h a t  t h e  va r i ous  p laces  i n  which 
t h e  q u a n t i f i e r s  can be stranded a r e  i n d i c a t i v e  of t h e  va r i ous  
s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n s  th rough which an NP can pass. The s t r u c t u r e  o f  
(43)a. i s  then  rough ly  as i n  ( 4 4 ) :  
(44 1 
[IP The b a n d i t s i  [I- would [ V P  [ a l l  t i ]  [ v  have [ v p t ' i  [ v  been [ V P  
[ V P  a r r e s t e d  t " ]  be fo re  dawn] I ] ]  I I] 
I n  (441, [ a l l  t i ]  i s  i n  t he  s p e c i f i e r  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  headed by t h e  
a u x i l i a r y  have. A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  i t  cou ld  be i n  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  o f  any 
o t h e r  verba l  o r  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  o c c u r r i n g  between t h e  o r i g i n a l  
s i t e  of e x t r a c t i o n  ( t h e  o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i n  t h i s  case) and t h e  f i n a l  
l and ing  s i t e  o f  t h e  NP. As argue by Pesetsky (1!389), t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  
of s t r and ing  q u a n t i f i e r s  i n  va r i ous  p o s i t i o n s  a long t h e  pa th  o f  t h e  
moved NP p rov ides  suppor t  f o r  t he  hypothes is  t h a t  t h e r e  a re  a  number 
of f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  between t h e  verb  and t h e  Spec o f  AGR-S. 
As noted by Spor t i che ,  however, " s t r and ing "  t h e  q u a n t i f i e r  i n  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  o b j e c t  1s no t  poss ib l e .  
(45)  *The b a n d i t s  cou ld  have been a r res ted  a l l .  
----------- 
19. There a re  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on a  number o f  p o s i t i o n s ,  t h e  na tu re  o f  
which remains 111 understood. We r e t u r n  t o  t h i s  ques t ion  i n  a  
subsequent s e c t i o n  where we w i l l  i n v e s t i g a t e  i n  g rea te r  d e t a i l s  
t h e  phenomenon we ment ion here. 
Sportiche argues t h a t  the ungranimat1ca1ity o f  (45) i s  due t o  some 
construct ion spec i f i c  propert ies o f  passive. I n  his; view, (45) 
indicates tha t  there 1s no postverbal NP t race i n  t,he passive 
construct ion. The claim i s  tha t ,  i n  t h i s  case, the object  s t a r t s  out  
from the Spec,VP position20. Although we do not  have an explanation 
f o r  the ungramrnaticality o f  (45), Sport lche's so lu t ion  does not seem 
t o  us t o  be general enough, since it i s  construct ion spec i f i c ,  whi le 
the phenomenon seems t o  be more general. As shown i n  (46) a q u a n t i f i e r  
cannot be stranded i n  the i n i t i a l  pos i t i on  o f  the object  t race i n  Vbl- 
chains. 
(46) * The bandit t h a t  you saw a l l . . .  
A natural  assumption would be t o  consider the ungrarnmatlcality o f  (45) 
and (46) as due t o  the same r e s t r i c t i o n ,  whatever t h i s  r e s t r i c t i o n  may 
be (see sect ion xx f o r  discussion). Since the f a c t  t h a t  a quan t i f i e r  
cannot be stranded i n  the o r i g i n a l  pos i t i on  o f  an object  does not 
d is t ingu ish  between AN-chains and Vbl-chains, it i s  orthogonal t o  our 
present discussion. We thus leave t h i s  problem open f o r  f u r t he r  
research. What i s  however o f  i n t e res t  t o  the present discussion i s  the 
observation t ha t  although quan t i f i e r s  can be stranded i n  intermediate 
20. For Sportiche the p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  the ob ject  t o  s t a r t  out from 
Spec, VP i s  re la ted t o  the f a i l u r e  t o  assign a 9-role t o  the 
subject NP i n  passive construct ion. I n  h i s  view, however, the 
subject never s t a r t s  out i n  Spec, VP; i t  i s  thus unclear why only 
passive construct ions and not any other construct ion should al low 
the object  t o  s t a r t  out i n  Spec, VP. For Sportiche, indeed, the 
Spec VP i s  never f i l l e d  by the subject and should thus'always be 
f r ee  f o r  the object  t o  occurs in. Since we assume, on the 
contrary, t h a t  the subject does s t a r t  out  i n  the VP Spec, t h i s  
problem woould not ar ise.  But i n  any case, we do not adopt 
Sport iche's suggestion. 
pos i t i ons  o f  AN-chains, they cannot be associated w i t h  in termediate 
pos i t i ons  o f  Vbl-chains. Consider, t he  f o l l o w i n g  sentences: 
( 4 7 )  
a. * the c h i l d r e n  who I w i l l  have a l l / b o t h  met before the  end o f  
t h i s  week 
b. * the c h i l d r e n  who I w i l l  a l l / b o t h  have met before the  end o f  
t h i s  week 
i 
( 48 )  
a.*These students, I w i l l  have a l l / b o t h  met before t h e  end o f  t he  
term 
b.*These students, I w i l l  a l l / b o t h  have met before t h e  end o f  t h e  
term 
The examples i n  ( 47 )  and ( 48 )  are a l l  examples o f  ob jec t  ex t rac t ions .  
But ( 4 9 )  shows t h a t  t h e  phenomenon i s  no t  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  objects.  Long- 
d is tance e x t r a c t i o n  o f  a subject  does no t  a l low t h e  s t rand ing o f  a  
q u a n t i f i e r  I n  in termediate pos i t i ons ,  e i t h e r :  
( 49 )  
a.*These men, I would have a l l / b o t h  thought would be arrested.  
b.*These men, I would a l l / b o t h  have thought would be arrested. 
c.*the men t h a t  I have been a l l / b o t h  t h i n k i n g  would be arrested.  
d.*the men t h a t  I have a l l / b o t h  been t h i n k i n g  would be arrested. 
Quan t i f i e rs  can, o f  course, be stranded i n  in termediate pos i t i ons  i n  
t h e  embedded clause, s ince i n  t h i s  case t h e  intermediate p o s i t i o n s  are 
p a r t  o f  an AN-chain. 
(50) a.?These men, I would have thought would a l l  be arrested. 
b.Which men would you have thought should a l l  be arrested.  
The cont ras t  between ( 4 3 )  and (45)- (49)  can be described In fo rma l l y  as 
fo l lows:  
(51  1 
F loa t ing  q u a n t i f i e r s  can occur i n  the  intermed 
pos i t i ons  o f  AN-chains but  are Incompatible w i  
in termediate pos i t i ons  o f  argument Vbl-chains. 
i ate  
t h  the  
We w i  11 not  attempt f o r  t he  moment t o  provide an explanat ion f o r  t h e  
genera l iza t ion  i n  ( 5 1 )  (see Chapter 4 sect ion  4 .7 .1 .2  f o r  d iscussion) .  
For our present purposes, i t  i s  enough t o  observe ".hat i f  ( 5 1 )  i s  
co r rec t ,  i t gives us a  powerful t e s t  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  between AN-chains 
and argument Vbl-chains. 
But t h e  d e s c r i p t i v e  genera l iza t ion  i n  ( 5 1 )  appears t o  be immediatle 
cont rad ic ted  by the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  1n French. As 
i n  Engl ish,  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  i n  French can be stranded along the 
path of an AN-chain. Examples corresponding t o  the Eng l ish  examples i n  
( 4 3 )  are common. 
(52) 
a.Les enfants ont  tous 6 t 6  i n v i t 6 s  A c e t t e  so i r6e  
The c h i l d r e n  have a l l  been i n v i t e d  t o  t h i s  p a r t y  
b.Les enfants ont  6 t 6  tous i n v i t 6 s  S c e t t e  so1r6e 
The c h i l d r e n  have been a l l  i n v i t e d  t o  t h i s  p a r t y  
c.Les enfants an t  tous semb16 avo i r  compris l e s  e x e 8 v i c e s  
The c h i l d r e n  have a l l  seemed t o  have understood t h e  exercises 
But i n  French, u n l i k e  Engl ish, f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  are p e r f e c t l y  
acceptable when associated w i t h  a  Vbl-chain.Consider- t he  f o l l o w i n g  
examples of r e s t r i c t i v e  and non-rest r i c t i v e  re1 ativeis21 : 
21. Kayne ( 1 9 7 5 )  on ly  g ives examples w i t h  non- res t r i c t i ve  r e l a t i v e s ;  
he does not  mention any d i f f e rence  w i t h  r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i v e s ,  and 
n a t i v e  speakers consulted d i d  not  see any, e i t he r .  
a . l e s  en fan t s  que t u  as tous  grond6s son t  p a r t i s  en p l e u r a n t  
t h e  c h i l d r e n  whom you have a l l  sco lded have l e f t  c r y i n g  
b a l e s  amis de P i e r r e ,  que j ' a i  t ous  connus 3 l ' a g e  de sep t  ansl 
The f r i e n d s  o f  P i e r r e ,  whom I have a l l  met a t  the  age o f  seven, 
son t  t r 6 s  sympatiques 
a re  ve r y  f r i e n d l y  
c . l e s  f i l s  de G ,  que t u  peux t ous  v o i r ,  so.nt fo r in idab les  
t h e  sons o f  G,  whom you can a l l  see, a re  wonder fu l  
d . l e s  l i v r e s  de J-P, que j ' a u r a i s  t ous  vou lu  l i r s ,  son t  t r 6 s  bons 
t h e  books o f  J-P, which I would have a l l  wanted t o  read, a re  
ve r y  good (Kayne (19751, p. 19 (13)  
Con t ra ry  t o  t h e  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  ( 51 ) ,  t h e  examples i n  (53)  seem t o  show 
t h a t  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  a re  n o t  incompat ib le  w i t h  Vbl -cha ins i n  
French. But French d i f f e r s  f rom E n g l i s h  (and f rom o t h e r  Romance 
languages) i n  hav ing  a r u l e  which p e r m i t s  a  le f t8 i va rd  movement o f  
q u a n t i f i e r s .  Th i s  phenomenon, which i s  known th rsughou t  t h e  
l l t t e r a t u r e  as Le f tward - tous  (Tous-a-gauche) and which i s  descr ibed  i n  
g rea t  d e t a i l  by Kayne (1975) '  o b t a i n s  whenever a i  o b j e c t  NP i s  empty. 
Thus, i t  can assoc ia te  a  f l o a t e d  q u a n t i f i e r  w i t h  a  WH-extracted 
phrase, as i n  ( 53 ) ,  o r  w i t h  an o b j e c t  c l i t i c ,  as i n  (54)a;  i t  can a l s o  
move a bare q u a n t i f i e r  l e f t w a r d ,  as i n  (54)b :  
(54)  
a.Je l e s  a1 t o u s  l u s  
I them have a1 1 read 
I have read them a11 
b.11 a t o u t  vu 
He has e v e r y t h i n g  seen 
He saw e v e r y t h i n g  
. -. The l e f t w a r d  movement o f  a  q u a n t i f i e r  i s  l i m i t e d :  roughly ,  i t 1s 
22.  There a re ,  however, a  few excep t ions  t o  t h e  clause-boundedness o f  
' l e f t w a r d  tous-movement" : a leftward-moved q u a n t i f i e r  may 
- 91 - 
(55) 
a,* Tu as tous c r u  l e s  a v o i r  compris 
You have a l l  bel ieved them t o  have understood 
You thought you understood them a l l  
b.* Tu as tous esp6r6 qua j e  l e s  rencontrent.  
You have a l l  hoped tha t  I them meet 
You hoped t h a t  I would meet them a l l  
Given t h e  clause-boundedness o f  Leftward-tous, consider the  f o l l o w i n g  
examples: 
( 5 6 )  
a.*ces l i v r e s ,  que j ' a i  tous c ru  que t u  avais l us  
these books, which I ' v e  a l l  thought t h a t  you had read 
these books, o f  which I thought you had read a l l  o f  them 
b.* les  amis de P, que Marie a  tous c ru  que t u  aimerais rencontrer  
t h e  f r i e n d s  o f  P, who M has a l l  thought t h a t  you would l i k e  t o  
meet 
P's f r i ends ,  a l l  o f  whom M thought you would l i k e  t o  meet 
c . * les  amis de P, que Marie pense que Jean a  tous r e g r e t t 6  qua t u  
the  f r i e n d s  o f  P, who M t h inks  t h a t  J has a l l  regre t ted  t h a t  you 
n 'a ies  pas pu rencontrer.  
have not  been able t o  meet. 
P 's  f r i ends ,  o f  whom M t h i n k s  t h a t  J  regre t ted  t h a t  you cou ldn ' t  
meet them a11 
The examples i n  (56) are  o f  t he  same type as those 'in (55): t h a t  i s ,  
they invo lve  contexts i n  which l e f tward  tous-movement i s  clause-bound. 
----------- 
marg ina l ly  move out  o f  some embedded i n f i n i t i v a 1 s  ( roughly t h e  
ones which permi t  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  and c l i t i c  c l imb ing i n  o ther  
Romance languages) and out  o f  some subjunct ive sen ten t ia l  
complements. Typical  examples are given below: 
(1) 
a.Jean a u r a i t  tous aim6 l e s  rencontrer .  
John would have a l l  l i k e d  t o  meet them. 
b.??I1 a  tous f a l l u  que j e  l e s  U s e  
I had a l l  t o  read them 
( C f .  Kayne (1975), p. 22  f n t  11 : *Ces l i v res- la ,  qu'i1 t a u t  tous que 
vo t re  ami U s e ,  sont  in t rouvables ("Those books, which it i s  
necessary a l l  t h a t  your f r i e n d  read, are unavai lable") .  
They d i f f e r ,  however, from those i n  (55) i n  t h a t  an ob jec t  has been 
ex t rac ted out  o f  the  lowest embedded clause. The importance o f  t he  
examples i n  (56),  res ides i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  long-distance 
e x t r a c t i o n  o f  t he  ob jec t  does not  l i cense any f u r t h e r  s t rand ing o f  t he  
q u a n t i f i e r .  I n  o ther  words, we observe t h a t  desp i te  t h e  long-distance 
e x t r a c t i o n  o f  t he  ob jec t ,  t he  l e f tward  " f l o a t i n g "  o f  tous remains 
clause-bound. This shows t h a t  t h e  f l o a t i n g  o f  q u a n t i f i e r s  i n  examples 
such as (53) above 1s not  s t r i c t l y  speaking l icenced by t h e  Vbl-chain. 
I f ,  as seemingly suggested by (53) ,  a  f l o a t e d  q u a n t i f i e r  could be 
l icensed d i r e c l t y  by a  Vbl-chain i n  French, the  ungrammatical i ty o f  
(56) would be su rp r i s ing .  Examples o f  t h e  type shown i n  (56) suggest 
t h a t  i n  (53), t he  f l o a t e d  q u a n t i f i e r  i s  no t  l icensed d i r e c t l y  by the  
WH-extraction, but  ra the r  t h a t  t h e  r u l e  o f  le f tward- tous (which we 
assume f o r  t h e  moment t o  be an independent r u l e )  i s  compatible w i t h  
WH-extraction. I n  o ther  words, what (56) c l e a r l y  i nd i ca tes  i s  t h a t  
Vbl-chains do not  l i cense any movement o f  q u a n t i f i e r s  which i s  not  
independently l icensed by t h e  r u l e  o f  Leftward-tous. 
Sport iche (1988) suggests t h a t  t he  r u l e  o f  Leftwitrd-tous i s  o f  a 
d i f f e r e n t  nature from t h e  phenomenon o f  q u a n t i f i e r  "s t rand ing" ,  which 
r e l a t e s  a sur face sub jec t  t o  a  q u a n t i f i e r .  I n  his; view, Leftward-tous 
i s  the  ove r t  r e f l e c t i o n  i n  the  syntax o f  t he  r u l e  o f  QR, which app l ies  
u n i v e r s a l l y  t o  every q u a n t i f i e r  a t  LF23. We re tu rn  t o  an ana lys is  o f  
23. Sport iche (1988) mentions t h a t  there  i s  a  d i f f e rence  between t h e  
type o f  q u a n t i f i e r s  which " f l o a t "  r ightward,  "stranded 
q u a n t i f i e r s "  i n  h i s  view, and t h e  type o f  q u a n t i f i e r s  which can 
move le f tward .  Thus he views chacun (each) a:; on l y  a  r ightward 
" f l o a t i n g "  q u a n t i f i e r .  For us and o ther  speakers consulted, t h i s  
jugement does not  obta in.  Kayne (1975) mentions t h a t  l e f tward  
movement o f  chacun as poss ib le  al though s l i g h t l y  more awkward. He 
Leftward-tous and f l o a t i n g  quan t i f i e rs  i n  Chapter I V  sect ion 4.7.1.2. 
A t  t h i s  po in t ,  we simply note t ha t  contrary t o  appearances, the 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  f l o a t i n g  quan t i f i e r s  i n  French does not cont rad ic t  the 
general izat ion i n  (51). As shown by (56), Vbl-chains do not  
independently l icense f loa ted  quan t i f i e r s  the way Atkchains do: t h a t  
i s ,  "quan t i f i e r  stranding", as i n  Sport iche's view,, i s  incompatible 
w i t h  Vbl-chains. The f a c t  t ha t  the appearant compat- ib i l i ty  o f  
"stranded quan t i f i e r s "  w i t h  var iab le  chain i s  due t o  an independent 
r u l e  o f  " lef tward tous" and not t o  Vbl-chains per-sts i s  confirmed by 
subject extract ions.  Subject ex t rac t ion pat terns exact ly a l i k e  i n  
Engl ish and i n  French: they do not permit quant i f ie r '  "stranding". 
( 5 7 )  
*Ces hommes que j ' au ra i s  tous c ru  qui  auraient 6 t6  arr6t6s 
*These men who I would have a l l  thought would have been arrested 
We conclude t ha t  the descr ip t ive  general izat ion givesn i n  (51) can be 
maintained and t ha t  the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  "stranding quan t i f i e r s "  
provides a  t e s t  t o  d is t ingu ish  AN-chains from Vbl-chainsz4. 
,--------- 
gives the fo l low ing  example: e l18 les a chacun rencontres l o r s  
d'un congrds d i f ferent  ("she they has each met a t  a d i f f e r e n t  
conference") (p. 27).  I bel ieve t ha t  the awkwardness o f  le f tward 
movement o f  chacun i s  essen t ia l l y  due t o  semantic condi t ions on 
d i s t r i b u t i o n a l i t y ,  which apply equal ly  t o  the "r ightward f l oa t i ng "  
o f  t h i s  quan t i f i e r .  For us the fo l lowing example i s  pe r f ec t l y  
, que t u  as chacun envoy& dans une revue 
accept& ( " the  a r t i c l e s ,  which you have 
journal ,  have a l l  been accepted"), 
l oa t i ng  quan t i f i e r s  w i th  Vbl chains can be 
languages such as I t a l i a n ,  Spanish, 
acceptable: les a r t i c l e s  
d i f ferente ,  ont tous 6t6 
each sent t o  a  d i f f e r e n t  
24. The incompat ib i l i t y  o f  f 
observed i n  a  va r i e t y  o f  
Catalan: 
( 1 ) I t :  *e l  bambini que v i s t o  t u t t i  
Sp: *1os muchachos que rencontro todos 
cat:* e l  nens que ho v i  t o t s  
2.3.2.1 Summary 
A f u l l  t ab le  recap i tu la t ing  the di f ferences between AN-chains and Vbl- 
chains i s  given below: 
wco 
Paras i t i c  Gaps 
New anaphoric b inding 
by moved XP 
pronominal b inding 
by moved XP 
'stranded Q" 
With these t e s t s  i n  hand, we can now re tu rn  t o  the main issue o f  t h i s  
chapter, namely an invest igat ion o f  the proper r e d e f i n i t i o n  o f  the 
A/A '  d i s t i nc t i on .  We know from the GB model t ha t  a , t  least  two types o f  
dependencies must be dist inguished. The f i r s t  type o f  dependency 
exh ib i t s  the propert ies summarized i n  the f i r s t  column; the second 
----------- 
Although i n  theses sentences, the quan t i f i e r s  appear i n  post- 
verbal pos i t ions,  there i s  no reason t o  assume! t ha t  they occur I n  
the o r i g i n a l  ob jec t  pos i t ion,  since i n  a l l  these languages, the 
verb c l e a r l y  ra ises t o  AGR. (see B e l l e t t i  (1988), Lois (1988) and 
Bonet(1988) f o r  arguments). This i s  confirmed by the f a c t  t h a t  
stranded quan t i f i e r s  w i t h  AN-chains a lso occur i n  post verbal 
posi t ions:  
(11) e l  bambini sono a r r e s t a t i  t u t t i  
10s muchachos fueron arrestados todos 
e l  nens son a r res ta ts  t o t s  
type o f  dependency e x h i b i t s  the  p roper t i es  given i n  the  second column. 
I t  i s  c lea r  t h a t  our r e d e f i n i t i o n  o f  the.A/A1 d i s t i n c t i o n  w i l l  have t o  
keep t h i s  r e s u l t  constant and adequately p red ic t  which types o f  
dependencies e x h i b i t  p a r t i c u l a r  p roper t ies .  
2 4  Toward a d e - F i n i t i o n  CI-F t h e  
relevant dichotomy 
2.4.1 Proper t ies  of  the  VP-external-subject positilon 
As a  p o i n t  o f  departure, l e t  us consider the  propert , ies o f  t he  
movement o f  t he  subject  from i t s  VP i n t e r n a l  p o s i t i o n  t o  the  Spec o f  
AGRP-S i n  a  simple sentence. This movement has the  p roper t i es  o f  an 
AN-chain, as shown by the  absence o f  weak crossover e f f e c t s ,  t he  
absence o f  p a r a s i t i c  gap l i cens ing ,  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  f l o a t i n g  
q u a n t i f i e r s ,  and l o c a l i t y  cons t ra in ts  on the  movement. Consider f i r s t  
t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p a i r  o f  sentences: 
(59) 
a.Every s tudent i  rushed t o  the  pa r t y  because hei wanted t o  t a l k  about 
l i n g u i s t i c s  
b . * i  i n v i t e d  every student i  t o  the  pa r t y  because he3 wanted t o  t a l k  
about l i n g u i s t i c s  
I n  (59)a. t he  pronoun w i t h i n  the  adjunct  can be in te rp re ted  as bound 
by the  q u a n t i f i e r  i n  sub jec t  p o s i t i 0 n . 2 ~  Th is  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  no t  
poss ib le  i n  (59)b. The cont ras t  between (59)a. and b. can be explained 
as fo l lows:  assuming t h a t  t h e  because clause i s  adjoined t o  TP,*6 the  
S-st ructure o f  (59)a. and (59)b. w i l l  be as i n  (60)a. and (60)b. 
respect ive ly  ( i r r e l e v a n t  d e t a i l s  omit ted) :  
(60) 
a. [ A G R P  Every student i  . . . [ T P  [ T P . .  . [ V P  ti rushed t o  t h e  p a r t y ] ]  
[because hei wanted t o  t a l k  about 1 i n g u i s t i c s ]  I I 
b. [ A G R P  I j  . . . [ T P  [ T P . .  . [ V P  t j  i n v i t e d  every s tudent i  t o  t h e  p a r t y ] ]  
[because hei wanted t o  t a l k  about l i n g u i s t i c s ] ] ]  
I n  (59)a. t he  subject  q u a n t i f i e r  binds both t h e  pronoun he and t h e  
t race  i n  VP l e f t  i n  t h e  D-structure p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  subject ;  t h i s  i s  a 
t y p i c a l  con f igu ra t i on  f o r  WCO v i o l a t i o n s .  (59)a., however, shows no 
WCO e f f e c t s ,  and thus provides a f i r s t  argument t h a t  t h e  movement o f  
t h e  subject  from the  VP-internal p o s i t i o n  t o  the  Spec o f  AGRP i s  an 
Instance o f  an AN-chain. The surface s t r u c t u r e  o f  (60)b. i s  not  a WCO 
conf igura t ion ;  a t  LF, however, the  q u a n t i f i e r  w i l ' l  r a i s e  t o  a p o s i t i o n  
----------- 
25. Thanks t o  H.Lasnik f o r  p o i n t i n g  t h i s  out .  
26. See R izz i  (1989) f o r  some mot iva t ion  f o r  t h i s  assumption. A 
p o t e n t i a l ,  al though weak, argument t h a t  a because clause i s  
attached h igher up than VP conies from cond i t i on  C e f f e c t s .  
Consider t h e  f o l l o w i n g  example: 
John i n v i t e d  himi because he always wanted t o  know t h a t  guyi 
Assume t h a t  m-command 1s the  re levant  f o r  cond i t i on  C :  from t h i s  
and the  grammat lcal i ty  o f  t h i s  example, "i fo"1ows t h a t  t h e  
because clause cannot be attached t o  VP. 
from which it w i l l  c-command the pronoun. This w i l l  lead t o  a WCO 
v io la t ion ,  since QR t y p i c a l l y  creates Vbl-chains.Z7 
Addi t ional  arguments t ha t  the movement o f  the subject from i t s  VP- 
i n te rna l  pos i t i on  t o  the Spec o f  AGRP 1s an instance o f  an AN-chain 
come from the absence o f  pa ras i t i c  gaps, as shown 1iq (61). 
( 6 1  
a. *Mary ca l led  me because Peter had met e. 
b. *Mary, because Peter had met, ca l led  me. 
The s t ruc ture  o f  (61) i s  given i n  (62): 
(62) [AGRP-s Maryi [AQR-s [ T P . .  . [ V P  ti [ v  ca l led]  [up me] 1 [because 
Peter had met ei I I I I 
Here, as above, we have assumed tha t  the because cliiuse 1s adjoined t o  
TP. Given t h i s  s t ruc ture ,  the t race o f  Mary i n  VP does not c-command 
the gap ins ide the adjunct. I f  movement t o  the Spec o f  AGRP-S were an 
instance o f  a Vbl-chain, we would expect the pa ras i t i c  gap t o  be 
licensed. The severe ungrammaticality o f  the sentence provides a 
strong argument t ha t  movement t o  the Spec o f  AGR creates an AN-chain. 
The p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  f l o a t i n g  quan t i f i e rs ,  which f i r s t  motivated 
, - 
Sportiche's (1988) proposal f o r  VP-internal subjects, provides / ,/ 
/ 
----------- 
27. There are several possible explanations f o r  the imposs ib i l i t y  o f  
the bound reading i n  (59)b. F i r s t ,  i t  may be due t o  WCO. Assuming 
t ha t  the quan t i f i e r  ra ises a t  LF t o  ad jo in  t o  ACiRP, 
it wOuP- , , command the pronoun and the t race i n  object  pos i t ion,  nert e r  o f  / 
which c-commands the other. Second, "TC,as_argu?<t--by'~ay(1986), 1' 
the quan t i f i e r  i s  adjoined t o  VP, the quan t i f i e r  may never c- /' 
command the pronoun; a bound reading would i n  t h i s  case be 
impossible simply because the necessary conf igurat ion f o r  
pronominal b inding never occurs. 
conf i rming evidence t h a t  movement t o  the  Spec o f  AGRP-S creates an AN- 
chain, since, as we showed i n  the  previous sect ion,  f l oa t i ng .  
q u a n t i f i e r s  are not  l icensed by Vbl-chains: 
( 6 3  
a.They a l l  c a l l e d  me t h i s  morning. 
b.They w i l l  a l l  c a l l  me before tomorrow. 
There i s  thus no doubt t h a t  whatever the  c r i t e r i o n  chosen t o  
d i s t i n g u i s h  pos i t i ons  heading AN-chains from p o s i t i o n s  heading Vbl- 
chains, t h e  movement o f  t he  VP-internal sub jec t  w i l l  have t o  be 
c l a s s i f i e d  as an instance o f  an AN-chain28 
As discussed i n  the  previous sect ion,  given the  VP-internal-subject 
hypothesis (hencefor th the  VPS hypothesis),  t he  re levant  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  
d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  the  p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  head o f  an AN-chain from the  
vs. [-@I p o s i t i o n  of t h e  head o f  a Vbl-chain can be ne i the r  [+e l  
p o s i t i o n  nor [ + P e l  vs. [-Pel pos i t i on .  
One p o s s i b i l i t y  which comes immediately t o  mind, but wh i c h  we w i l l  
argue t o  be i n s u f f i c i e n t ,  i s  t o  replace t h e  [+PO] vs. [-PO] 
d i s t i n c t i o n  used i n  the  LGB framework by the  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
[+Case] vs. [-Case] pos i t i on .  I t  i s  q u i t e  c l e a r  t n a t  w i t h i n  a 
framework incorpora t ing  the  VPS hypothesis, t he  ex terna l  subject  
p o s i t i o n  w i l l  be a [+Case] pos i t ion .  On the  o ther  hand, the  p o s i t i o n  
o f  an adjoined cons t i t uen t  o r  o f  a WH-element i n  ii mat r i x  clause, f o r  
28. Fukui (1986) assumes t h a t  t he  d i s t i n c t i o n  between A and A '  
p o s i t i o n  i s  not  necessary. He provides a br ie ic  account f o r  the  
absence o f  WCO e f f e c t  i n  subject  r a i s i n g  case!;, bu t  he ne i the r  
mentions the  quest ion o f  p a r a s i t i c  gap l i cenc ing  nor the  issue o f  
f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  and the  o ther  p roper t i es  which we have shown 
i n  the  previous sec t ion  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  AN-cha'lns from Vbl-chains. 
instance, are under standard assumptions [-Case] pos i t ions .  Based on 
t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n ,  l e t  us t e n t a t i v e l y  assume the  f o l l o w i n g  d e f i n i t i o n :  
(64) 
An AN-chain i s  a  chain headed by a [+ Case] p o s i t i o n  
A Vbl-chain 1s a  chain headed by a  [-Case] p o s i t i o n  
Given t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n ,  it w i l l  f o l l o w  s t ra igh t fo rward l y  t h a t  VP 
subject  r a i s i n g  and the  standard cases of Passive h i 1 1  be AN-cha 
But th ings  get q u i c k l y  more complicated, even i n  simple standard 
o f  Rais ing such as (65): 
ins.  
cases 
(65) John seems t o  have been ar res ted 
Under standard assumptions the  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h i s  sentence i s  as 
fo l lows:  
(66 )  [John seems [ t ' i  t o  have been ar res ted ti I] 
Clear l y ,  as shown by the  I m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  (67), t he  p o s i t i o n  o f  t ' i  i n  
(66) i s  a  [-Case] p o s i t i o n ,  
(67) 
a . * I t  seems John t o  have been ar res ted 
b.*There seems John t o  have been ar res ted 
We must consequently wonder about the  s ta tus  o f  t he  chain (John, t ' i ,  
t i )  i n  (66)29. The chain i n  (66) contains (min imal ly)  t he  f o l l o w i n g  
sequence o f  p o s i t  ions : ([+Case], [-Case], [-Case] ) ,  Under the  
----------- 
29 .  We assume, as i s  na tu ra l ,  t h a t  t he  sequence (Johni,  tli, t i )  
cannot be broken up i n t o  two chains; if there  were two chains, 
(Johni,  t l i )  and ( t ' i ,  t i ) ,  the  former could not, meet t h e  theta-  
c r i t e r i o n ,  s ince it contains no &pos i t i on  
d e f i n i t i o n  given i n  (64) above, t h i s  chain w i l l  have a segment o f  a 
Vbl-chain fol lowed by a segment o f  an AN-chain. Nothing i n  what we 
have sa id  so f a r  prevents t h i s  type o f  chain sequencing, bu t  i f  t h i s  
i s  f r e e l y  allowed, cases which have been r u l e d  ou t  by t h e  improper 
movement cond i t i on  i n  the  LGB framework w i l l  i n c o r r e c t l y  be p red i c ted  
t o  be grammatical. Consider f o r  instance the  example i n  (68):  
(68) *John seems [ t ' i  t h a t  i t  1s important [ t i  t o  be i n t e l l  i g e n t ] ]  
(68) has the  same sequence o f  p o s i t i o n s  as (66),  lamely ([+Case] [- 
Case] [-Case]). There i s ,  however, an important d i f f e r e n c e  between 
(68) and (66). I n  t he  LGB framework, t he  t r a c e  t '  i i n  (66) i s  
considered t o  be i n  an A-posit ion, s ince i t  i s  i n  t he  Spec o f  IP ,  
w h i l e  t h e  t r a c e  t ' i  i n  (68) i s  considered t o  be i n  an A ' -pos i t ion ,  
s ince i t  i s  i n  the  Spec o f  CP; This  d i s t i n c t i o n  no longer holds under 
t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  i n  (67) ,  s ince t h e  Spec o f  I P  i n  (136) and t h e  Spec o f  
CP i n  (68)  are both [-Case] pos i t ions .  The d e f i n i t i o n  i n  (64), 
t e n t a t i v e l y  adopted above, replaces t h e  A / A Y  d i s t , i n c t i o n  o f  t h e  LGB 
framework w i t h  the  [+Case]/[-Case] d i s t i n c t i o n .  The con t ras t  between 
(66) and (68) shows, however, t h a t  t he  l a t t e r  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  no t  
su f f i c i en t :  t he re  i s  no way i n  such a system t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  between [- 
Case] p o s i t i o n s  t h a t  were A-posi t ions i n  t he  LGB system, such as the  
Spec of an i n f i n i t i v a l  clause, and [-Case] p o s i t i o n s  t h a t  were A ' -  
p o s i t i o n s  I n  the  LGB system, f o r  instance adjo ined p o s i t i o n s  o r  t he  
Spec of CP. As a r e s u l t ,  a  cond i t i on  on improper movement cannot be 
derived. 
The cond i t i on  on improper movement i n  LGB bars movement from an A ' -  
p o s i t i o n  t o  an A-posit ion. Qui te c l e a r l y ,  however, a s i m i l a r  
fo rmula t ion  tak ing  i n t o  account the  d i s t i n c t i o n  between [+Case] and [-  
Case] pos i t i ons  cannot be cor rec t .  We. cannot bar movement from a [- 
Case] p o s i t i o n  t o  a [+Case] pos i t i on ,  s ince there  are, i n  f a c t ,  many 
cases i n  which such movement must be allowed. To mention a few, simple 
cases o f  Passive o r  the  movement o f  t he  subject  from a VP-internal 
a 
p o s i t i o n  t o  the  Spec o f  AGRP are t y p i c a l  instances a f  movement from a 
[-Case] p o s i t i o n  t o  a [+Case] pos i t i on .  So i s ,  o f  caurse, the  instance 
o f  Rais ing i n  (66). Yet i t  seems t h a t  some cond i t i on  on improper 
movement i s  needed t o  ban sentences o f  t he  type i n  (68). 
Cases o f  Passive and movement o f  t he  subject  from t h e  VP-internal 
p o s i t i o n  s u p e r f i c a l l y  d i f f e r  from the case i n  (66) i n  t h a t  they 
invo lve  movement from a [+0] p o s i t i o n  t o  a [+Case] aos i t i on .  We could 
t r y  t o  use t h i s  d i f f e rence  t o  reformulate the  ban on Improper movement 
as a ban on movement from a [[-Case] [ - e l l  p o s i t i o n  t o  a [+Case] 
p o s i t i o n .  
(69) Condit ion on improper movement ( t o  be modi f ied)  
(69) would adequately permi t  regu lar  passives and movement o f  t h e  
sub jec t  t o  Spec AGRP; i t  would a lso  c o r r e c t l y  exclude (68), s ince 
movement t o  a [+Case] p o s i t i o n  i n  t h i s  example comes; from a [[-Case] 
[ - e l ]  p o s i t i o n ,  namely the  Spec o f  CP. This would, however, a lso,  
wrongly exclude (66), s ince i n  (66) the  movement from t h e  p o s i t i o n  of 
t ' i  t o  the  p o s i t i o n  o f  John i s  a l so  an isntance o f  movement from a [ [ -  
Case] [-@I] p o s i t i o n  t o  a [+Case] pos i t i on .  
A poss ib le  way o f  so l v ing  t h i s  problem would be t o  c la im  t h a t  t h e  
t race  ti i s  i n  f a c t  no t  p a r t  o f  t he  s t r u c t u r e  of the sentence i n  (63). 
The VPS hypothesis a l lows us, i n  p r i n c i p l e ,  t o  construe a  Rais ing 
const ruc t ion  as d i r e c t  movement from the  VP-internal p o s i t i o n  t o  the  
Spec o f  t he  i n f l e c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  dominating seems.30 Under t h i s  
view, t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  (63 )  would be as i n  (70): 
(70) [Johni seems [IP t o  have been [ V P  ar res ted t i ]  ] 
I f  we assume t h a t  movement can occur d i r e c t l y  from a [[-Case] [+e l ]  
p o s i t i o n  t o  a  [+Case] p o s i t i o n ,  t h e  sentence i n  053) w i l l  no t  be 
excluded by a  ban on improper movement formulated as i n  (69). There 
are, however, arguments against  such a  move. F i r s t ,  as we w i l l  show 
below, there  e x i s t  cases which are s t r u c t u r a l l y  s i m i l a r  t o  (66 )  and 
f o r  which i t  cannot be assumed t h a t  t h e  p o s i t i o n  of t he  intermediate 
t race  does not  e x i s t .  Second, consider (71), i n  which the  " symbol 
represents the  poss ib le  p o s i t i o n s  f o r  a  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r  such as 
a 7 7 :  
(71) The banditsAseemnto"havenbeen ar res ted a t  t h e  same time. 
Under Sport iche (1988) analys is ,  f l o a t i n g  quan t i f - i e rs  provide a  
d iagnost ic  f o r  t he  pos i t i ons  through which an NP has passed. As shown 
i n  (71), there  are several pos i t i ons  i n  which a  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r  
can be stranded; t h i s  suggests t h a t  t h e  movement o f  NPs i n  Rais ing 
construct ions i s  not  d i r e c t ,  but ra the r  involves n number o f  steps i n  
30. This would e n t a i l  t h a t  t he  EPP i s  s a t i f i e d  by t h e  VP-internal 
subject  p o s i t i o n  and t h a t  noth ing forces the  Spec o f  t h e  upper 
func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  AGRP-S t o  be r e a l i z e d  (see Koopman & 
Sport iche (1988) f o r  a  defense o f  t h i s  view). 
[[-Case] [ - e l l  pos i t ions .  I f  so, t he  ban on improper movement 
formulated as i n  (69)  i s  t oo  strong: i t  i n c o r r e c t l y  r u l e s  ou t  
sentences l i k e  (71).  
Another poss ib le  way o f  so l v ing  the  problem would be t o  modify t h e  
d e f i n i t i o n  o f  chain given i n  (64) and t o  make use o f  the  d i s t i n c t i o n  
between [+po ten t i a l  Casel pos i t i on / [ -po ten t i a l  Casel p o s i t i o n  ins tead 
of t he  no t i on  o f  [+Case] posit ion/[-Case] p o s i t i o n .  (64) would then be 
res ta ted  as i n  (72): 
(72) 
An AN-chain i s  a  chain headed by a  [+ P o t e n t i a l  Casel p o s i t i o n  
A Vbl-chain i s  a  chain headed by a  [ -Po ten t i a l  Case] p o s i t i o n  
As noted by Chomsky (1989 i n  c lass) ,  t he  n o t i o n  " p o t e n t i a l "  i s  r a t h e r  
t r i c k y  t o  de f i ne  i n  a  prec ise  way. For t he  sake o f  t h e  present 
argument, however, we w i l l  s imply r e l y  on a  ra the r  I n t u i t i v e  n o t i o n  o f  
" p o t e n t i a l " .  Let  us assume t h a t  t he  n o t i o n  " p o t e n t i a l  Case-posit ion" 
i s  i n f o r m a l l y  understood as a  p o s i t i o n  i n  which, depending on the  
fea tu re  value o f  t he  head t o  which i t  1s re la ted ,  w i l l  o r  w i l l  no t  be 
assigned Case, and accordingly  w i l l  o r  w i l l  no t  l i cense  t h e  occurrence 
o f  an o v e r t  NP. I f  t h i s  i s  co r rec t ,  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  ti i n  ( 6 6 )  could 
arguably be regarded as a  [+po ten t i a l  Case] p o s i t i o n ,  s ince  i f  t h e  
complement of seems i s  [+Tense], (presumably a  change i n  the  fea tu re  
value o f  the  s e n t e n t i a l  head) a  sub jec t  NP can appear i n  t he  ex terna l  
sub jec t  p o s i t i o n .  
( 73 )  It seems t h a t  John has been arrested.  
S i m i l a r l y ,  t he  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  complement o f  a  passive verb could be 
understood as a [+Potent ia l  Case] pos i t i on .  It has been standardly 
assumed i n  the  LGB framework t h a t  one o f  t he  ef fects of Passive i s  t o  
suppress the  Case-marking a b i l i t y  o f  t he  verb. Th is  could p l a u s i b l y  
correspond t o  a  change i n  the  fea tu re  value o f  this verbal head. 
Given ( 7 2 ) ,  t he  ban on improper movement could be reformulated as a  
ban on movement from a [ -po ten t ia l  Case] p o s i t i o n  t o  a  [+po ten t ia l  
Case] pos i t i on .  
( 7 4 )  Condi t ion on improper movement ( t o  be modi f ied)  
Returning t o  the  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (661, both t ' i ,  the  t r a c e  i n  the  Spec o f  
I P ,  and ti, t h e  postverbal  t race ,  are i n  [+po ten t ia l  Case] pos i t i ons ;  
t h e  chain i n  (66) conta ins no [ -po ten t ia l  Casel p o s i t i o n s  and i s  thus 
acceptable. The chain i n  (68),  however, conta ins an instance o f  
movement from a [ -po ten t ia l  Casel p o s i t i o n  t o  a  [+Case] p o s i t i o n ,  
namely t h e  movement from the  Spec o f  CP t o  the  Spec o f  t he  h igher 
AGRP, and i s  thus excluded. So t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  i n  ( 7 2 )  and a  ban on 
movement from a [ -po ten t ia l  Case] p o s i t i o n  t o  a [+po ten t ia l  Case] 
p o s i t i o n  apparent ly make t h e  r i g h t  d i s t i n c t i o n s .  However, as we w i l l  
argue i n  the  next  sect ion,  c e r t a i n  cases o f  AN-chains must inc lude 
p o s i t i o n s  t o  which Case i s  never assigned and which never l i cense an 
ove r t  NP. Given our i n t u i t i v e  approach t o  t h e  no t ion  p o t e n t i a l  Case- 
pos i t i on ,  these p o s i t i o n s  must be considered [ -po ten t ia l  Case] 
pos i t ions .  Given the  existence o f  such const ruc t ions  the re  are on ly  
two p o s s i b i l i t i e s :  f i r s t ,  one could t r y  t o  r e f i n e  the  not ion  o f  
" p o t e n t i a l  Case-posit ion" so as t o  inc lude some pos i t i ons  t o  which 
Case i s  never assigned a t  S-st ructure (bu t  which may be capable o f  
rece iv ing  Case a t  LF 3 1  1, and t o  exclude o ther  pos i t i ons  t o  which 
Case 1s never assigned a t  a l l .  Second, one could s i~nply,  abandon the  
d e f i n i t i o n  i n  (72) and adopt a d i f f e r e n t  c r i t e r i o n  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  AN- 
chains from Vbl-chains. Since It i s  q u i t e  unclear w17at the  refinement 
o f  t he  n o t i o n " p o t e n t i a 1  Case p o s i t i o n "  could be, 1 1  i s  s impler  t o  
choose the  second opt ion.  We thus propose t h a t  (72) be replaced by the  
f o l l o w i n g  d e f i n i t i o n :  
An AN-chain i s  headed by a [+HR ] p o s i t i o n  
A Vbl-chain i s  headed by a [-HR] p o s i t i o n  
2.4.2 Proper t ies  o f  in termediate s p e c i f i e r s  
We have been concerned so f a r  w i t h  the  p roper t i es  of '  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  
t h e  VP-external-subject. I n  t h i s  sect ion,  we t u r n  t c  a cons idera t ion  
o f  t h e  p roper t i es  o f  t he  s p e c i f i e r s  o f  in termediate func t i ona l  
31 .  Chomsky (1989) suggests t h a t  s t r u c t u r a l  Case i s  always assigned 
through Spec Head agreement. Thus i n  h i s  view, t h e  Case o f  an 
ob jec t  NP i s  assigned i n  the  Spec o f  t he  AGR-0 pro jec t i on .  Since 
an NP cannot occur i n  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  a t  S-st ructure i n  a language 
such as Eng l ish  o r  French, (*John has the  book bought) i t  must be 
assumed t h a t  t h e  Spec of AGR-0 does not  assign Case before LF, 
This  i s  thus an instance o f  p o s i t i o n  which al though a [-Case] 
p o s i t i o n  a t  S-st ructure i s  a [+Case] p o s i t i o n  a t  LF. 
p r o j e c t i o n s  and we consider  f i r s t  cases o f  movement through these 
in termediate s p e c i f i e r  p ro jec t i ons .  
The f i r s t  cons t ruc t i on  we t u r n  t o  i s  t he  French pa'ssive cons t ruc t ion .  
Consider a simple case o f  passive i n  French: 
(76) 
Les t a b l e s  seront  repeintes. 
The t a b l e s  w i l l  be repainted(F P I . ) .  
The main d i f f e rence  between French and Engl ish passives i s  t h a t  
French, u n l i k e  Engl ish,  manifests o v e r t  agreement o f  t he  past  
p a r t i c i p l e  w i t h  the  der ived subject32. Kayne (1989) has proposed an 
account o f  past  p a r t i c i p l e  agreement which es tab l ishes  a p a r a l l e l  
between the  agreement o f  a subject  w i t h  i t s  verb and the  agreement o f  
a moved ob jec t  and the  past p a r t i c i p l e .  I n  h i s  view, t he  s t r u c t u r e  o f  
a u x i l i a r y  cons t ruc t ions  i n  French and I t a l i a n  invo lves  a func t i ona l  - 
p r o j e c t i o n  headed by Agreement: past  p a r t i c i p l e  agreement occurs 
whenever the  t r a c e  o f  a moved NP occupies the  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n  o f  
t h i s  AGR p ro jec t i on .  Under Chomsky's (1989) view, t h i s  AGR-projection 
i s  t he  AGR-0 p ro jec t i ons .  Thus, t he  s t r u c t u r e  o f  (76) i s  as i n  (77): 
Here t'; i s  t h e  t r a c e  o f  the  moved NP les tables i 7 t he  Spec o f  t he  
AGR-0 p ro jec t i on .  As assumed by Kayne (1989), t he  presence o f  t h e  
t r a c e  i s  necessary t o  t r i g g e r  t h e  agreement o f  t he  past p a r t i c i p l e .  As 
shown i n  (78), pas t  p a r t i c i p l e  agreement 1s ob l iga , to ry  i n  t h e  French 
passive cons t ruc t ion .  
----------- 
32. Th is  i s  encoded w i t h  fea tures  i n  t he  Engl ish glosses. 
(78) 
*Les tab les  seront repe in t  
The tab les  w i l l  be repainted (M  sg.) 
The ungrammatical l ty o f  (78)  can be taken t o  show t h a t  the  movement o f  
t he  ob jec t  i n  the  passive const ruc t ion  must pass through the  Spec o f  
t h e  AGR-0 p ro jec t i on .  Thus, i n  t h i s  case, cont rary  t,o t he  standard 
example o f  r a i s i n g  discussed above, it could not  be argued t h a t  
movement occurs d i r e c t l y  from the  d i r e c t  ob jec t  p o s i t i o n  t o  t h e  
ex terna l  subject  pos i t i on .  I n  o ther  words, t he  AN-chain created by the  
movement o f  7es tables i n  (77) must necessar i ly  inc lude the  t r a c e  tl i 
i n  the  spec i f i e r  p o s i t i o n  o f  the  intermediate AGR-0 p ro jec t i on .  The 
quest ion we now need t o  ask i s  whether t h i s  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n  i s  a  
p o s i t i o n  t o  which Case can ever be assigned, i .e . ,  a. [+ p o t e n t i a l  
Case] pos i t i on .  As i s  we l l  known, French has a form o f  impersonal 
passive which a l te rna tes  w i t h  the  regu lar  passive const ruc t ion  
i n v o l v i n g  t h e  r a i s i n g  o f  the  NP. An example o f  impersonal passive i s  
given i n  (79): 
(79) 
1 1  a  4 t6  repe in t  beaucoup de tab les  
There have been repainted (M sg.) many tab les  
As shown i n  (80),  an NP can never occupy the  intermediate p o s i t i o n  
between the  a u x i l i a r y  and the  past p a r t i c i p l e :  
(80 
*I1 a 6 t 6  beaucoup de t a b l e s i  repeintes ti 
There have been many tab les  repainted ( F  PI . )  
The ungrammatical i ty o f  (80) fo l l ows  s t ra igh t fo rward l y  from Case 
theory  i f  i t  i s  assumed, as i s  na tu ra l ,  t h a t  the  NP beaucoup de tables 
cannot receive Case i n  the preverbal pos i t i on  e i t he r  from the 
a u x i l i a r y  i n  ECM fashion or  through Spec-head agreement w i t h  the AGR-0 
head.33 Thus, a t  least  i n  the passive construct ion, the Spec o f  the 
AGR-0 pro jec t ion  i s  not a Case marked pos i t i on ,  and thus does not 
permit the occurence o f  an over t  NP. Past p a r t i c i p l e  agreement a lso 
occurs i n  French ac t i ve  t r a n s i t i v e  construct ions i f  the ob ject  has 
been moved e i t h e r  under WH-movement o r  under c l i t , i c  placement: 
(81 1 
a.les tab les  que j ' a i  toutes repeintes ti 
the tab les t ha t  I have a l l  repainted (F PI. I 
b.ces tables,  i 1  les  a bien repeintes ti 
these tables, he them has wel l  repainted (F PL.) 
these tables,  he has d e f i n i t e l y  repainted them 
I n  Kayne's view, these construct ions involve a t race i n  the Spec of an 
AGR pro jec t ion  so t ha t  the s t ruc ture  o f  (81)b., fo r  instance, i s  as i n  
(82) [ i 1  l e s i  a [ A G R - O P  t i [ A G R - O -  AGR-0 [ V P  repe-intes t i ]]]] 
33. I n  French, the type o f  agreement which occurs on the past 
p a r t i c i p l e  d i f f e r s  from the type o f  agreement which occurs on a 
tensed form o f  the verb i n  t ha t  the former shows gender and number 
agreement whi le the l a t t e r  shows person and number agreement. 
(1) Nous dormons. [ons] = 1 pers p i  
( i  i ) I 1  nous a vues [es] = fern, p i  
I t  i s  possib le t ha t  only forms o f  agreement which include some 
form o f  person marking can be Case assigner. 
34. Kayne assumes t ha t  i n  cases o f  WH-extraction, the t race  t r i gge r i ng  
agreement i s  not  i n  the spec i f i e r  o f  the AGR pro jec t ion,  but  
simply adjoined t o  "I. This assumption i s  important i n  h i s  system 
t o  block past p a r t i c i p l e  agreement w i t h  a WH-moved ob ject  i n  
impersonal constructions. Since it i s  not per t inent  t o  the l i n e  o f  
argument we are pursuing i n  t h i s  section, we w i l l  not  consider 
t h i s  a l t e rna t i ve  (see Kayne (1989) f o r  deta i  1s. 
Here again, however, the movement o f  an object  NP t o  the intermediate 
spec i f i e r  o f  the AGR-0 pro jec t ion i s  impossible, as shown by the 
ungrammaticality o f  (83): 
(83) 
* I 1  a les  tab les  repeintes 
He has the tables repainted (F PI.) 
The same i s  t r u e  i n  an i n f i n i t i v a l  construct ions, as i n  (84): 
(84) 
*Je c ro i s  avo i r  ces tables repeintes 
I bel ieve t o  have these tables repainted (F P I . )  
I th ink  I repainted these tables 
From the ungrammatical i t y  o f  (80) ,  ( 8 3 ) ,  and (84), we can conclude 
t ha t  the spec i f i e r  o f  the lower AGR-0 p ro jec t ion  i n  French i s  never a 
Case-marked pos i t ion.  Returning now t o  the case o f  passive i n  ( 7 7 ) ,  we 
conclude t ha t  the chain ( l es  tables, t ' i ,  t i)  involves an instance o f  
movement from a [ - (potent ia l )  Case] pos i t i on  t o  a [ k  (po ten t ia l )  Case] 
pos i t i on ,  namely the movement o f  the Spec o f  the lower ob ject  AGR-0 
p ro jec t ion  t o  the external  subject posi t ion,  the Spec o f  AGR-S. 
Under e i t h e r  formulat ion (69)  o r  (74), o f  the condi t ion on improper 
movement, t h i s  chain w i l l  be ru led out since i t  involves a Vbl-chain 
fol lowed by an AN-chain. I n  other words, under (69) o r  (74), movement 
through the Spec o f  AGR-0 i s  excluded. Consequently, a l l  passive 
sentences i n  French are wrongly excluded, since as we have shown, i n  
these cases, passage through the Spec o f  AGR-0 1s nemcessary. Clearly, 
then, the given de f i n i t i ons  are shown t o  be inadequate. 
The same conclusion can be a r r i ved  a t  from instances o f  Raising and 
Passive i n  English. Although there i s  no ob l igatory  agreement i n  
Engl ish Passive o r  Raising, the occurrence o f  f l o a t i n g  quan t i f i e r s  i n  
in termediate s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n s  i nd i ca tes  t h a t  t he  movement o f  t h e  NP 
does not  occur i n  one step. F l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  can occur, f o r  
instance, between two a u x i l i a r i e s ,  a  p o s i t i o n  t o  which Case i s  c l e a r l y  
no t  assigned, since i t  can never host an ove r t  NP: 
(85)a. The demonstrators would have a l l  been ar res ted 
b.*There would have many demonstrators been ar res ted 
The ungrammatical i ty o f  (85)b. shows t h a t  there  are intermediate 
s p e c i f i e r s  i n  Eng l ish  which are [ -po ten t ia l  Case] pos i t i ons .  On t h e  
o ther  hand, t h e  grammat ical i ty  o f  (85)b. shows t h a t  these p o s i t i o n  can 
be p a r t  o f  we l l  formed AN-chains. 
Let  us summarize: we have shown t h a t  t h e  replacement o f  t h e  [+POI/[- 
PB] d i s t i n c t i o n  w i t h  the  [+Case]/[-Case] d i s t i n c t i o n  o r  t h e  
[+po ten t ia l  Case]/ [-potent ial  Case] d i s t i n c t i o n  does not  permi t  an 
adequate account o f  AN-chains. Although i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  head o f  
an AN-chain must occur i n  a  Case-marked pos i t i on ,  in termediate 
s p e c i f i e r  pos i t i ons  which are p a r t  o f  well-formed AN-chains can be 
pos i t i ons  t o  which Case i s  never assigned. I f  Vbl-chains are def ined 
as chains headed by [-Case] pos i t i ons  o r  [ -po ten t ia l  Case] pos i t i ons ,  
t h i s  has as a  consequence t h a t  some well-formed AM-chains w i l l  con ta in  
subchains which are Vbl-chains. This i s  undoubtedly an undesi rable 
s i t u a t i o n ,  s ince there  are s t ruc tu res  such as (68) i n  which t h i s  
p o s s i b i l i t y  must be ru led  out. 
To resolve t h i s  c o n f l i c t ,  we propose t h a t  t h e  property o f  pos i t i ons  
re levant  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  AN-chains from Vbl-chains 1s t h e  
d i s t i n c t i o n  we establ ished i n  t h e  previous sec t ion  between head- 
re la ted posi t ions,  i .e.,  spec i f i e rs  and complements i n  the X ' -  
t heore t i c  sense, and non-head-related pos i t ions i.e., adjoined 
posi t ions,  e i t he r  base-generated o r  derived. 
AN-chains are headed by [+HR] pos i t ions 
Vbl-chains are chains headed by [-HR] pos i t ions 
Given t h i s  de f i n i t i on ,  the chain o f  a passive, f o r  instance, which 
includes a t race I n  the spec i f i e r  o f  the AGR-0 pro j~ect ion,  w i l l  not 
invo lve improper movement: the moved ob ject  w i l l  be able t o  pass 
through the spec i f i e rs  of various l ex i ca l  and funct iona l  categories on 
i t s  way t o  the spec o f  AGR-S. Thus, the der i va t ion  o f  a sentence such 
as (85)a. w i l l  be as fol lows: 
AGRP-S 
/ \ 
John AGR'-S 
/ \ 
AGR TP 
/ \ 
t T '  
/ \ 
would AGRP-0 
/ \ 
t A G R ' - 0  
/ \ 
AGR-0 VP 
/ \ 
t V '  
/ \ 
have V P  
/ \ 
t V '  
/ '\ 
been V P  
/ \ 
t V ' 
/ \ 
ar ros ted t 
The d e r i v a t i o n  i n  (87 )  adequately p r e d i c t s  the  var ious poss ib le  
pos i t i ons  o f  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s .  
French a l lows a v a r i e t y  o f  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  t o  occur 
simultaneously. Consider the  f o l l o w i n g  example : 
(88 )  
Les enfants ont  tous pour l a  p lupa r t  chacun cont r ibuks  deux d o l l a r s  
The c h i l d r e n  have a11 f o r  the  most p a r t  each cont r ibu ted two d o l l a r s  
35. See Ruwet (1982) f o r  arguments t h a t  pour l a  p-t has t h e  
proper t ies  o f  a f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r .  We abst rac t  away here from 
the  problem o f  d e r i v i n g  such a s t r u c t u r e  from t h e  impossible 
subject  N P  * Tous pour l a  plupart chacun des enfants. But I f  we 
assume simply t h a t  a f l o a t i n g  q u n a t i f i e r  must be adjo ined t o  an N P  
t r a c e  t o  be l icenced,  then we do not  have t o  essume t h a t  they have 
been stranded under movement. This s l i g h t  mod i f i ca t i on  o f  
Sport iche's  view al lows an account o f  s t ruc tu res  such as (88 ) .  
Under t h e  view adopted here, (88) has the  fo l l ow in$  s t ruc ture :  
(89) [ A Q R P - s  10s enfants i  [ A G R # - s  0ntv [ T P  [ tous  ti] [ T -  t v  [ A G R P - o  
[pour l a  p lupa r t  t i ]  [ A Q R B - o  t v  [ V P  [chacun t i 1  [ v  t v  [ V P  t i  [ v p  
contr ibu6s deux d o l l a r s l l l l l l l ~ 1 3 6  
Given the  d e f i n i t i o n  i n  (86), t he  problem o f  having a well-formed AN- 
chain conta in ing  segments which are def ined as Vbl-chains no longer 
ar ises .  Improper movement can be simply def ined as i n  (90):  
This w i l l  unproblemat ical ly  a l low f o r  de r i va t i ons  O F  the  examples i n  
(87) and (89) as we l l  as f o r  (66) o r  (77), s ince tho  Case proper t ies  
o f  in termediate p o s i t i o n s  are not  taken i n t o  considerat ion.  C lear ly ,  
however, we must mainta in the  requirement t h a t  t he  head o f  an AN-chain 
must appear i n  a [+Case] p o s i t i o n  so as t o  prevent NP movement from 
stopping i n  any [+HR -Case] pos i t i ons ,  as i n  (80), (83),  (84), and 
(85)b. To t h i s  e f f e c t ,  we simply f o l l o w  Chomsky (1966)a. and adopt the  
cond i t i on  given i n  (91) on the  well-formedness o f  AM-chains, def ined 
now as chains headed by a [+HR] p o s i t i o n ,  which we ki 11 from now on 
simply c a l l  [+HR] chains. 
36. Whether passage through the  var ious p o s i t i o n s  i s  o b l i g a t o r y  o r  no t  
w i l l  remain f o r  now an open question. 
(91 
I f  C = (a1 ..... an)  i s  a [+HR] chain, then an 
occupies i t s  unique 9-posit ion and a1 i t s  unique [+Case] 
posi t ion.37 
With the d e f i n i t i o n s  i n  (86), (90) and ( 91 ) ,  a l l  instances o f  
acceptable AN-chains we have considered i n  t h i s  and the previous 
sect ion w i l l  be appropr iate ly accounted f o r .  But a problem ar ises 
again w i th  respect t o  sentence (67), repeated here f o r  convenience. 
(92) *[John+ seems [t' i t h a t  [ i t i s  l i k e l y  [ t i t o  be i n t e l l i g e n t ] ] ] ]  
There are, o f  course, several possib le derivation:; o f  t h i s  sentence. 
f i r s t  t h a t  the t race t l i i s  not  i n  the Spec o f  CP, as we. Suppose 
assumed 
de r i  vat  
cor rect  
e a r l i e r ,  but t ha t  i t  i s  instead adjoined .:o CP. Under t h i s  
ion the d e f i n i t i o n  o f  improper movemement i n  (90) w i l l  
1y r u l e  out (92). However, it w i l l  not r u l e  out an a l t e rna t i ve  
der i va t ion  i n  which t ' i  i s  i n  the Spec o f  CP. Indeed, given the 
d e f i n i t i o n  i n  (86), the Spec o f  CP i s  a [+HR] pos i t ion,  so passage 
through it does not v i o l a t e  improper movement as defined i n  (90). It 
thus appears t ha t  the problem we s ta r ted  w i t h  remains unsolved. Note, 
however, t ha t  t h i s  1s not qu i t e  correct :  we have made some progress, 
since we can a t  l eas t  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  a der i va t ion  which proceeds 
through the Spec o f  CP from one which does not. With the previous 
d e f i n i t i o n s  ( (64)  and ( 7 2 ) ) ,  an adjoined s t ruc ture  and a s t ruc ture  
- ~ - -  
where t'i i s  i n  the Spec o f  CP are indist inguishable.  Given the 
37. We assume w i th  Chomsky(1986)a. tha t  t h i s  condi t ion should fo l l ow 
from other p r inc ip les ,  but  we leave open the question o f  how t h i s  
1s u l t ima te ly  achieved. 
d e f i n i t i o n  i n  (86), i t  would be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  invoke an add i t i ona l  
cond i t i on  r u l i n g  out  passage through the  Spec o f  CP i n  ( 9 2 )  t o  account 
f o r  i t s  ungrammaticality. I n  Chapter I V  sec t ion  4.5 .2 ,  we w i l l  argue 
t h a t  t he  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t he  passage through t h e  Spec o f  CP i n  cases 
such as (92) fo l l ows  from a conspiracy between t h e  ECP and the  
cond i t i on  on improper movement as def ined i n  (90). This w i l l  account 
f u l l y  f o r  t he  ungrammatical i ty o f  cases such as (92). 
Cases such as (92 )  r a i s e  the  quest ion o f  t he  s ta tus  o f  the  Spec o f  CP. 
Under the  d e f i n i t i o n  given i n  (86), t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  
i nd i s t i ngu ishab le  from the  Spec o f  o ther  func t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons  such 
as AGR-S, TP o r  AGR-0. This i s  i n  f a c t  an important d i f f e rence  between 
t h e  theory we propose and the  LGB framework, i n  which t h e  Spec o f  CP 
i s  d i s t i n c t  from t h e  Spec o f  I P  s ince it i s  an A' -posi t ion,  on a par 
w i t h  adjoined pos i t ions .  We w i l l  postpone a d iscussion o f  t h i s  
important issue u n t i l  Chapter I V  where we w i l l  propose a theor'y of 
Vbl-chains compatible w i t h  the  d e f i n i t i o n  i n  (86). 
2 - 5  S u m m a r y  o-F Chapter I1 
I n  Chapter 11, we have ra ised the  problem o f  the  inadequacy o f  t he  
standard d e f i n i t i o n  o f  the  A / A '  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  a framework which 
inc ludes the  VP-internal subject  hypothesis and t h e  S p l i t  INFL 
hypothesis. We have argued t h a t  t he  d i s t i n c t i o n  whicn i s  made i n  the  
LGB model between two types o f  chains, which we have c a l l e d  AN- and 
Vbl-chains, should be maintained since the  two types o f  chains 
mani fest  q u i t e  d i s t i n c t  p roper t ies .  To t h i s  e f f e c t ,  we have proposed 
t o  recast  the  d i s t i n c t i o n  between A and A '  pos i t i ons  i n  terms o f  a 
d i s t i n c t  
fo1  lows: 
i on  between [tHR] p o s i t i o n s  and [-HR] p o s i t i o n s  def ined as 
(93)  a i s  a  [tHR] p o s i t i o n  i f f  a i s  a  s i s t e r  o f  X '  o r  a  s i s t e r  
o f  X o .  
Under t h i s  view, every s p e c i f i e r  and every complement o f  any 
( f u n c t i o n a l )  p r o j e c t i o n  may head a  chain w i t h  AN--properties. On the  
o ther  hand, chain w i t h  Vbl-propert ies must be headed by [-HR] 
pos i t ions .  The recast  o f  the  A / A 1  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  terms o f  t h e  [+HR] / 
[-HR] d i s t i n c t i o n  has two major consequences: 
the re  are a  number 
able t o  head [+HR] 
t h a t  the  S p e c i f i e r  
heads o f  [+HR] cha 
- f i r s t ,  given t h e  s p l i t  INFL hypothesis, and t h e  vers ion o f  i t  we have 
adopted (namely t h e  sentence s t r u c t u r e  proposed by Chomsky (1989) )  
o f  p o s i t i o n s  which we expect, i n  p r i n c i p l e ,  t o  be 
we expect 
host t he  
chains w i t h  AN-properties. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  
o f  t h e  AGR-0 p r o j e c t i o n  should be able t o  
i n s  i n  languages where AGR-0 i ~ )  a Case assigning 
head. 
-Second, s i  
p a r t i c u l a r  
f unc t i ona l  
p o s i t i o n  se 
nce our proposed d e f i n i t i o n  does not  take i n t o  account the  
p roper t i es  o f  a  given head, i n  our view, a l l  s p e c i f i e r s  o f  
p ro jec t i ons  are [tHR] pos i t ions .  This maximally simple 
ems a t  f i r s t  t o  have an unwanted conse8quence: namely, under 
our view, we expect movement t o  t h e  Spec o f  COMP t o  mani fest  t he  same 
p roper t i es  as t h e  movement t o  the  Spec o f  any o tb~er  func t i ona l  
p ro jec t i on .  
The f i r s t  o f  these two consequences, namely the existence o f  movement 
t o  the Spec i f ie r  o f  intermediate funct iona l  pro jec t ions w i l l  be the 
subject matter o f  Chapter 111. We w i l l  postpone the discussion o f  the 
second major consequence u n t i l  Chapter I V ,  where we w i l l  propose a 
general theory o f  [-HR] chains which w i l l  involve some important 
modi f ica t ion o f  the theory o f  ECP. 
I n  Chapter 111, we w i l l  pursue our discussion o f  [+HR]-chains. Up t o  
now we have looked a t  cases o f  movement t o  the spec i f i e r  o f  AGR-S and 
through the spec i f i e rs  o f  intermediate funct ional  project ions.  I n  
Chapter 111, we consider the propert ies o f  movement:; o f  NP $g the 
spec i f i e rs  o f  intermediate funct iona l  project ions.  As we have seen, 
French and English do not al low t h i s  type o f  movement.38 For t h i s  
reason i n  Chapter 111, we t u rn  t o  more "exot ic"  languages which al low 
t h i s  type o f  movement and consider the propert ies o f  such movements. 
----------- 
38. As we w i l l  argue i n  sect ion 3.4.6 o f  Chapter 111, although French 
does not permit the movement o f  an NP t o  the Spec o f  AGR-0, i t 
manifests a p a r t i c u l a r  instance o f  movement t o  the Spec o f  the 
AGR-0 pro jec t ion,  namely the movement o f  a bare q u a n t i f i e r  tout i n  
sentences o f  the type: J ' a i  tout envoy6 par la poste ("I sent 
everything by mai 1").  
C h a p t e r  3 
M o v e m e n t  to i n t e r m e d i a t e  s p e c i - F i e r s  
3.0.1 I n t r o d u c t i o n  
I n  Chapter 11, we proposed d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  AN-chains from Vbl-chains on 
t h e  bas is  o f  t h e  [+HR]/[-HR] d i s t i n c t i o n  . I n  o ther  words, we have 
proposed t o  recast  t h e  A/A1  dichotomy o f  t he  LGB framework i n  terms o f  
t h e  [+HRl/[-HR] dichotomy and we have shown how t h e  proposed dichotomy 
accounts f o r  standard cases o f  AN-chains such as passive and Raising. 
I n  t h i s  chapter, we pursue our study of AN-chains but  we t u r n  t o  o ther  
cases o f  movements which have been less  studied. Th is  chapter i s  
concerned w i t h  movement o f  ob jec ts  ( i n  a broad sense) t o  some 
intermediate the  p o s i t i o n  w i t h i n  a clause, a phenomenon which i s  
manifested i n  var ious languages--such as H ind i ,  Japanese, I ce land ic ,  
mainland Scandinavian, German, and Dutch (among others) .  As we w i l l  
show, these movements o f  ob jec ts  (which we w i l l  designate under the  
generic term o f  " o b j e c t - s h i f t " )  create chains w i t h  AN-properties. I f  
so, i t  f o l l o w s  from t h e  d e f i n i t i o n s  we have proposed i n  Chapter 11, 
t h a t  t he  chain created by "ob jec t  s h i f t "  must be a chain which i s  
headed by an [+HR] pos i t i on .  Under the  standard view o f  sentence 
s t ruc tu re ,  ( t he  LGB s t r u c t u r e  f o r  Instance), there  i s  no [+HR] 
pos i t i ons  ava i l ab le  i n  in terned 
s i t u a t i o n  i s  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  
l a t e  p o s i t i o n  w i t h  
however, w i t h  the  
i n  a  clause. The 
sentence s t r u c t u r e  
proposed i n  a  model which adopts t h e  S p l i t  INFL Hypothesis, As we have 
seen i n  what precedes, there  are i n  f a c t  many [+HR] pos i t i ons ,  i ,e ,  
t he  s p e c i f i e r s  o f  in termediate func t i ona l  p ro jec t ions ,  which are 
p o t e n t i a l  candidates as landing s i t e s  f o r  movement. We thus propose t o  
analyze "ob jec t  s h i f t "  as an instance o f  movement t o  the  s p e c i f i e r  o f  
in termediate func t i ona l  p ro jec t ions .  The success o f  t he  proposed 
ana lys is  t o  account f o r  t he  var ious p roper t i es  and cons t ra in ts  on 
"ob jec t  s h i f t "  across a  number o f  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  languages i n  
t u r n  provides evidence f o r  t he  S p l i t  INFL hypothesis and the  exis tence 
o f  var ious func t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons  i n  these languages. 
One o f  the  type o f  "ob jec t  movement" we consider i s  the  phenomenon 
which i s  know i n  the  l i t e r a t u r e  as "scrambling". I n  t h i s  chapter, we 
propose a reana lys is  o f  Scrambling i n  var ious  languages (H ind i ,  
Japanses9,German); sentence i n t e r n a l  scrambling i s ,  i n  our view, an 
instance o f  movement t o  the  s p e c i f i e r  o f  an intermediate func t i ona l  
p r o j e c t i o n  ( i e  it i s  an instance o f  what we have c a l l e d  "ob jec t  
s h i f t " ) .  I n  the  l i t e r a t u r e ,  scambling has been most o f t e n  analyzed as 
i n v o l v i n g  "adjunct ions"  t o  the  sentence i n i t i a l  p o s i t i o n  o r  t o  t h e  
V P 1 .  As we show, a  number o f  t he  proper t ies  o f  t he  chain created by 
sentence i n t e r n a l  scrambling c o n f l i c t  w i t h  t h i s  hypothesis. These 
p roper t i es  are, on the  o ther  hand, accounted f o r  n a t u r a l l y  under our 
proposed analys is .  
----------- 
I. See Mahajan (1989) f o r  a  d i f f e r e n t  proposal which we adopt and 
fu r the r  develop. We review h i s  arguments i n  the  sec t i on  t o  come. 
Turning t o  languages where "object s h i f t "  i s  more res t r i c ted ,  (such as 
the Mainland Scandinavian languages and Ice land ic) ,  we show tha t  the 
a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  "object  s h i f t "  analyzed as movement t o  the spec i f i e r  
o f  intermediate pro jec t ions i s  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  t i e d  w i th  the p o s s i b i l i t y  
o f  verb movement. Under the assumption t h a t  head movement o f  the verb 
a t  S-structure i s  parametr ical ly  determined, we show tha t  the 
a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  "object  s h i f t "  i n  a given language i s  simply a 
consequence o f  the pos i t i ve  s e t t i n g  o f  t h i s  parameter and o f  ce r t a i n  
propert ies o f  the funct iona l  pro jec t ions such as, f o r  instance, the 
p o s s i b i l i t y  t o  assign Case a t  S-structure. Thus the proper t ies  and 
const ra in ts  o f  "object s h i f t "  accross various languages simply fo l lows 
from general p r i nc i p l es  and parameters which are l i m i t e d  t o  the 
propert ies o f  the funct iona l  project ions.  
It has been suggested by several l i n g u i s t s  (Borer (1984), Webehuth 
(1988), Chomsky (1986), (1989) among others) ,  t ha t  parameters o f  
Universal Grammar are res t r i c t ed  t o  propert ies o f  the lexicon and do 
not  concern the computational system o f  language. Moreover, I f  as 
suggested by Chomsky (1989) " substantive elements (verbs, nouns e tc )  
are drawn from an invar ian t  universal vocabulary, then only funct iona l  
elements w i l l  be parametrized." (Chomsky (1989) p 44). Our proposal 
concerning the various propert ies and const ra in ts  on "object  s h i f t "  
accross languages i s  d i r e c t l y  w i t h i n  the l i n e s  o f  t h i s  view on 
language parametrlzation. 
3.1 H i n d i  Scrambling 
The f i r s t  language we consider, i s  Hindi.  I n  a recent paper, Mahajan- 
(1989) notes t ha t  sentence internal-scrambling (henceforth S IS )  
exh ib i t s  two proper t ies  which would be very surpr is ing i f  scrambling 
were analyzed as an instance o f  movement whose landlng s i t e  i s  an 
adjoined pos i t ion, i .e ,  as an instance o f  movement which i n  our view 
(as wel l  as i n  the LGB model) i s  expected t o  have propert ies o f  Vbl- 
chains: 
1) Scrambling suppresses weak-crossover ef fects2 
2 )  Scrambling creates new-binding p o s s i b i l i t i e s  
To account f o r  propert ies 18.2, Mahajan proposes t o  view scrambling as 
an instance of movement t o  the spec i f i e rs  o f  funct iona l  project ions,  
which he assumes t o  be "A- position^"^. 
2. This phenomenon was previously observed by Gurtu (1986). 
3. I n  Mahajan's view, "A-posit ions" are defined as f o l  lows: 
(1) An "A-position" 1s a po ten t ia l  Case-position o r  a +marked 
pos i t i on  
I n  t h i s  work, the term "A-position" must be simply understood as a 
label which does not r e fe r  t o  the o r i g i na l  d i s t i n c t i o n  among 
pos i t ions i n  LGB but rather t o  the propert ies o f  chains. Thus i n  
our terminology we would rephrase Mahajan's d e f i n i t i o n  as fol lows: 
AN-chains are headed by [+9]  pos i t ions o r  [ tpo te r l t i a l  Case] 
pos i t ions.  
I bel ieve t h a t  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  i s  problematic on two counts. F i r s t ,  
i t involves a d is junc t i ve  de f i n i t i on ,  which are general ly  taken t o  
be symptomatic o f  a missed general izat ion. Second, Mahajan (1989) 
gives no c lear  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  the not ion "po ten t ia l "  as appl ied t o  
Case-marking. I n  the chapter 11, we have shown tha t  a ra ther  
i n t u i t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  " po ten t i a l l y  Case-marked" based on feature 
d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  i n s u f f i c i e n t .  Thus a more complex d e f i n i t i o n  o f  
"potent ia l  Case-marked pos i t i on"  i s  needed. Pending such a 
I n  t h i s  sec t ion ,  we w i l l  review Mahajan's arguments f o r  an ana lys i s  o f  
scrambling as c r e a t i n g  AN-chains. Moreover, we w i l l  p rov ide  an 
a d d i t i o n a l  argument i n  favor  o f  t h i s  view based on the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  
F l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  i n  H ind i .  
3.1.1 Word order  i n  Hindi 
Le t  us f i r s t  s t a r t  by o u t l i n i n g  some basic  p rope r t i es  o f  t he  syntax o f  
H ind i .  I n  o rd inary  H ind i  sentences, t he  order  o f  cons t i t uen ts  i s  no t  
f i xed :  most cons t i t uen ts  i n  a  sentence are  f r e e l y  permutable. For 
instance, a  simple sentence such as ( 2 )  a l lows a l l  poss ib le  orders o f  
i t s  cons t i tuents .  
( 2 )  a.Raam-ne k e l l a a  khaayaa 
Ram (SUB) banana(D0) a te  
b.raam-ne khaayaa k e l l a a  
c. ke 1  aa raam-ne khaayaa 
d.kelaa khayaa raam-ne 
e.khayaa raam-ne kelaa 
f.khayaa kelaa raam-ne 
However, word order  i n  H ind i  i s  no t  completely f ree .  There are 
cons t ra in t s ,  f o r  instance, on the  combination o f  sen ten t i a l  negat ion 
w i t h  o ther  cons t i t uen ts  i n  thesentence.  For some d e s c r i ~ t i o n  and an 
account of these cons t ra in t s  we r e f e r  t h e  reader t o  Mahajan (1989)b.. 
One example o f  an impossible order  i s  given i n  (3) :  
(3) *raam khaaegaa r o T i i  nahi iN 
Ram eat-Fut bread no t  
d e f i n i t i o n ,  t he  no t i on  " p o t e n t i a l  Case-pos 
t o  have D r e d i c t i v e  value. 
i n s  t o o  vague 
Ram w i  11 no t  ea t  bread 
Despite the  great freedom i n  word order,  many l i n g u i s t s  (Kahkru , 
Bhatia, Gurtu. ..) have assumed t h a t  H ind i  i s  a  con f i gu ra t i ona l  
language w i t h  a  h i e r a r c h i c a l  s t ruc tu re .  One argument i n  support o f  
t h i s  hypothesis comes from the  f a c t  t h a t  t he  language mani fests WCO 
e f f e c t s  i n  examples such as (4): 
(4)*uski  i i bahin sab-koi pyar k a r i  i he 
h i ~ i  s i s t e r  everyonei loves 
H is  s i s t e r  loves everyone 
I n  (4 ) ,  the  pronominal i n  t he  sub jec t  NP cannot be i n te rp re ted  as 
bound by the  ob jec t  q u a n t i f i e r .  Thus, ( 4 )  shows t h a t  the  o b j e c t  does 
n o t  c-command the  subject .  Consequently, H ind i  cannot be assumed t o  
have a  f l a t  s t r u c t u r e  i n  which every argument c-commands the  others;  
i t  must be assumed t o  have a  VP. A s i m i l a r  argument can be constructed 
t o  show t h a t  t he  i n d i r e c t  ob jec t  asymmetr ical ly c-commands the  d i r e c t  
ob jec t ,  thus p rov id ing  some argument f o r  a h ie rach i ca l  s t r u c t u r e  
w i t h i n  the  VP. The re levan t  example i s  given below: 
( 5 )  *raajaa-ne unkei p i  taa-ko sab daasi yaan~  lOTaa d i  i N  
king(SU0) t h e i r  f a t h e r d o )  a l l  maids(D0) returned 
The k i n g  returned a l l  maids t o  t h e i r  f a t h e r  
The unmarked word order  o f  H ind i  i s  genera l l y  assumed t o  be S 
----------- 
4. The assumed order  apparent ly  c o n f l i c t s  w i t h  the  thematic h ierachy 
proposed by Larson (1988) See Chapter I1 sec t ion  2.2.1.2 
Agent<theme<goal. Here the  needed hierachy should be 
Agent<goal<theme. Possib ly  one could argue t h a t  t he  head f i n a l  
nature o f  t he  language mat ters w r t  t he  way t h e  arguments are  
p ro jec ted  i n  t he  VP. Th is  would however c o n f l i c t  w i t h  t h e  Universal  
Theta Alignement Hypothesis proposed by Baker (1S86). Th i s  problem 
i s  apparent f o r  a l l  t he  SOV languages we study a rd  many more. A 
s o l u t i o n  would necess i ta te  an i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  t he  r e l a t i o n  between 
headeness and t h e  P r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e ,  an issues which i s  c l e a r l y  
(6)  raam-ne baccoN-ko Ser dikhaayaa 
Ram c h i l d r e n  t i g e r  showed 
Ram showed the  t i g e r  t o  t he  c h i l d r e n  
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  the  evidence provided by the  WCO e f fec ts ,  an 
independent argument i n  f avo r  o f  t h i s  base order can be constructed on 
the  bas is  o f  i n t e r e s t i n g  f a c t s  about generic negat ive sentences.5 I n  
generic negat ive sentences, t h e  ob jec t  o f  a verb does no t  bear an 
o v e r t  Case marker.= This i s  shown i n  (7)  and ( 8 ) .  
(7)  mai C i i n i i  nahi iN khaataa huuN 
I sugar not  ea t  
I don ' t  ea t  sugar 
(8 )  ma1 gariibooN-ko paisaa nahi lN deta huuN 
I poor-DAT money not  g i ve  
I don ' t  g ive  money t o  the  poor 
When the  NP does not  have any o v e r t  case-marker and has a s t r i c t l y  
gener ic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  t he  on l y  word order  which i s  p e r f e c t l y  
acceptable i s  the  one g iven i n  (7)  f o r  t r a n s i t i v e  verbs and i n  ( 8 )  f o r  
d i t r a n s i t i v e  verbs, namely,the word order  which i s  genera l l y  assumed 
outs ide  o f  t he  scope o f  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n .  We thus leaves t h i s  
problem unresolved. 
5 .  Thanks To Utpal  L a h i r i  f o r  t h e  judgments on t i e s e  examples. 
6. The f a c t  t h a t  generic negat ive sentences behave d i f f e r e n t l y  i n  many 
languages,. f o r  instance Russian (Gen i t i ve  o f  negat ion)  and French 
(pas de), has l e d  us t o  expect a s i m i l a r  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  H ind i .  It i s  
confirmed by t he  f a c t s  i n  an i n t e r e s t i n g  way. I n  many languages 
(Russian, Po l ish ,  F inn ish ,  French ...) i t  appe.ars t h a t  t he  negat ive 
generic sentences requ i re  a spec ia l  Case. In Hind i ,  i n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  
a  language i n  which Case-marking i s  ove r t  and seems t o  a l l ow  
p a r t i a l  word order  freedom, the  p e c u l i a r t y  o'f negat ive generic 
sentences i s  expressed w i t h  r i g i d  word order  i:ind "adjacency". 
t o  be basic.  Sentences i n  which the  ob jec t  NP occur:; i n  i n i t i a l  
p o s i t i o n ,  before a d a t i v e  ob jec t ,  o r  over an adverb are  degraded.'. 
(9) a,?? C i i n i i  rnai nah i iN  khaataa huuN 
Sugar I n o t  ea t  
b.?? paisa mai garibo-ko nahi iN deta huuN 
money I t o  the  poor n o t  g i ve  
c;?? mai paisa gar1 bo-ko nahi i N  deta huuN 
I money t o  poor no t  g ive  
d.?? mai garibo-ko pa isa  saadhaarantaya nahi iN deta huuN 
I t o  poor money usua l l y  no t  give8 
The con t ras t  between ( 7 )  and (8)  on t h e  one hand, and ( 9 )  on t h e  
o ther ,  seems t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  generic NPs must occur i n  t h e i r  base 
p o s i t i o n s  and are r e s i s t a n t  t o  movement. If so, negat ive generic 
sentences prov ide  independent evidence f o r  t h e  proposed base order  S 
7. What I s  degraded i s  t he  generic i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  I n  o ther  words, t h e  
scrambled NP receives a con t ras t i ve  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  
8. I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  sentence (9)d. i nd i ca tes  t h a t  t he re  i s  an adjacency 
e f f e c t  f o r  a gener ic  ob jec t .  One may wonder, t he r ,  why the  presence 
o f  t he  negat ion i n te rven ing  between t h e  generic ob jec t  and t h e  verb 
does no t  a l so  cause an adjacency v i o l a t i o n .  I n  ( 7 )  and (a ) ,  i t  
seems t h a t  t he  negat ion in tervenes i n  t he  middle o f  t h e  VP. The 
d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  e f f e c t  o f  an i n te rven ing  adverb and the  
e f f e c t  o f  an i n te rven ing  negat ion may be expla ined i f ,  as suggested 
by Po l lock  (1989), negat ion i s  a head wh i l e  adverbs are adjuncts.  
As i s  u s u a l l y  assumed, Hindi  i s  a head-f ina l  language. I f  negat ion 
i s  a head, i t  would be expected t o  be head-f inal  l i k e  any o ther  
head. I f  so, t h e  order  i n  ( 7 )  can be assumed t o  be der ived by 
r igh tward  movement o f  the  verb from i t s  base p o s i t i o n  t o  an 
i n f l e c t i o n a l  head above negation. Adjacency i s  respected i n  t h i s  
case s ince  the  generic ob jec t  i s  adjacent t o  the  t r a c e  o f  t h e  moved 
verb. I n  (9)d. ,  however, t he  adverb i s  presumably adjo ined t o  t h e  
VP, I f  so, t he  order  i n  (9)d. must have occured by r a i s i n g  the  
ob jec t  out  o f  the  VP cons t i t uen t .  I n  t h i s  case, then, adjacency o f  
t he  ob jec t  w i t h  the  V-trace i s  no t  respected, accounting fo r  t he  
degraded s ta tus  o f  t h e  sentence. 
The v a r i a t i o n  i n  word order 1s usua l l y  assumed i n  the  l i t e r a t u r e  
(Bhat ia (1976) Kakhru ( 1978 )  among others)  t o  be due t o  a scrambling 
r u l e  which i s  taken t o  be an instance o f  Move a. That scrambling i s  
no t  simply a PF phenomenon i s  shown by the  examples given above i n  
( 9 ) .  The marg ina l i t y  o f  these examples suggests t h a t  "scrambling," i s  
s y n t a c t i c a l l y  r e s t r i c t e d .  This i s  confirmed by the  f a c t  t h a t  long 
d is tance scrambling obeys i s l a n d  cons t ra in ts ,  f o r  instance, t h e  
complex NP c ~ n s t r a i n t : ~  
(10) 
a. 
araam yah baat k i  mohan-ne s i i t aa -ko  dekhaa na9i iN jaantaa 
Ram t h i s  f a c t  t h a t  Mohan S i t a  saw neg knows 
Ram knows the  f a c t  t h a t  Mohan d i d  no t  see S i t a  
b. 
* s i i t aa -ko  raam yah baat k i  mohan-ne dekhaa nahi iN jaantaa 
The cont ras t  i n  (10) and the  m a r g i n a l i t y  o f  t h e  sentences i n  ( 9 )  show 
t h a t  "scrambling" has syn tac t i c  e f f e c t s  and must there fore  apply i n  
t h e  syn tac t i c  component. 
3.1.2 Sentence In te rna l  Scrambling 
Given t h a t  scrambling i s  syn tac t i c  movement, we may now wonder about 
t h e  p roper t i es  o f  t h e  chains created by t h i s  type o f  movement. Does 
scrambling have t h e  proper t ies  o f  an AN-chain o r  the  p roper t i es  of a 
Vbl-chain? As pointed out  by Mahajan, it 1s important t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  
9. As noted by Mahajan, t h i s  f a c t  a l so  provides an argument t h a t  t h e  
empty category l e f t  by long-distance scrambling 1s not  pro. See 
Mahajan (1989)  f o r  d e t a i l  on t h i s  argument. 
long d is tance scrambl i n g  (LDS) from sentence i n t e r n a l  scrambl i n g  
(SIS), since these two instances of scrambling do not  have the  same 
proper t ies .  We w i l l  consider each type o f  scrambling i n  tu rn ,  
concentrat ing f i r s t  and foremost on SIS, 
As i s  shown by ( 4 )  and ( 5 ) ,  Hindi  mani fests WCO e f foc ts .  As ( 1 1 )  shows 
however, scrambling does not  induce WCO v io la t i ons .  
( 1 1 )  
daasi yaani raajaa-ne unkei p i  taa-ko ti lOTaa d i  i N  
t h e  maidsi t he  k ing  t o  t h e i r 1  fa the r  t i returned 
( 1 1 )  i s  a t y p i c a l  s-st ructure con f igu ra t i on  f o r  WCO, s ince t h e  
scrambled cons t i t uen t  c-commands both a coindexed pronominal and a 
t r a c e  which do not  c-command each other. But WCO does not  occur. Th is  
f a c t  shows t h a t  t he  movement o f  t he  NP under scrambling does no t  leave 
an empty category which has the  p roper t i es  o f  a var iab le .  Thus, (11) 
provides a f i r s t  argument t h a t  scrambling i n  Hindi  has t h e  p roper t i es  
o f  an AN-chain. 
The second argument support ing t h i s  view i s  provided by i n t e r e s t i n g  
f a c t s  f i r s t  noted by Gurtu (1986) and reported i n  Mahajan (1989): when 
app l ied  t o  a q u a n t i f i e r  o r  a WH-phrase i n  s i t u ,  scranb l ing  supresses 
WCO v i o l a t i o n s .  I f  an ob jec t  q u a n t i f i e r  which induces a WCO v i o l a t i o n  
when it occurs i n  i t s  base p o s i t i o n  i s  scrambled over a non c- 
commanding pronoun, b ind ing o f  the  pronoun becomes poss ib le  and WCO 
e f f e c t s  no longer obta in.  Consider the  p a i r  i n  ( 1 2 ) :  
(12) a . * u s k i i i  bahin sab-koi pyar k a r i i  he 
everyonei h i s i  s i s t e r  loves 
b. sab-koi u s k i i i  bahin pyar k a r i i  he 
everyonei h i s i  s i s t e r  loves 
I n  (12)b., t he  q u a n t i f i e r  everyone has been srambled over t h e  sub jec t  
and t h e  bound reading o f  t he  pronoun has become possib le.  S i m i l a r  
f a c t s  can be observed w i t h  WH-in-situ cons t ruc t i o rs .  When the  WH- 
phrase remains i n  s i t u ,  t he  WCO e f f e c t  obta ins.  When t h e  WH-phrase i s  
scrambled t h e  WCO e f f e c t  disappears. 
(13) a . u s k i i i  bahin k is-koi  pyar k a r i i  he 
h i s i  s i s t e r  whoi loves 
b. k is-koi  usk i  i i bahin pyar k a r i  i he 
who1 his1 s i s t e r  loves 
The examples given so f a r  a l l  invo lve  subjects and ob jec ts .  As 
examples (14) and (15) show, the  disappearance o f  t h e  WCO e f f e c t s  a l so  
shows up i n  s t ruc tu res  w i t h  d i t r a n s i t i v e  predicate's,  when a d i r e c t  
ob jec t  i s  scrambled over an i n d i r e c t  ob jec t  and lands e i t h e r  before o r  
a f t e r  t he  subject:  
(14) 
a, *raajaa-ne uskei pitaaa-ko kOn s i  i daasi ii IOTaa, d i  i 
k ing(sub j )  her  f a t h e r  which maid ret'urned 
Which maid d i d  t h e  k ing  re tu rn  t o  her fa ther .  
b. kOn s i i  d a a s i i i  raajaa-ne uskei pi taaa-ko l O t a ~ !  d i i  
c. raajaa-ne uskei kOn s i i  d a a s i i i  pitaaa-ko I o t a &  d i i  
(15) 
a.*raajaa-ne unkei p i taa-ko daasiyaaNi lOTaa d i i N  
k i n g  t h e i r  f a t h e r  a1 1 maids returned 
t h e  k i n g  returned a l l  maids t o  t h e i r  f a the rs  
b. daasiyaaNi raajaa-ne unkei p i taa-ko lOTaa d i i N  
c. raajaa-ne @ daaslyaaNi unkei p i taa-ko lOTaa d i i N  
The data  i n  ((12)-(15)l show t h a t  sentence-internal scrambling (SIS) 
not  o n l y  does not  c rea te  WCO v i o l a t i o n s  bu t  a l so  repa i r s  p o t e n t i a l  WCO 
v i o l a t i o n s .  The f a c t  t h a t  scrambling r e p a i r s  WCO v i o l a t i o n s  shows t h a t  
a scrambled q u a n t i f i e r  can b ind  a pronominal from i t s  land ing  s i t e  
p o s i t i o n .  As we showed i n  sec t i on  2.3, t h i s  i s  no t  poss ib le  i n  c l e a r  
cases o f  Vbl-chains such as WH-movement and t o p i c a l i z a t l o n  i n  Engl ish. 
Thus (11) on the  one hand and (12)-(15) on the  o ther  hand prov ide  
evidence t h a t  n e i t h e r  t he  head nor t he  f o o t  o f  t he  chain created by 
scrambling has p rope r t i es  comparable t o  those o f  heads o r  f e e t  o f  Vbl- 
chains; both the  head and the  f o o t  o f  t he  cha in  c m a t e d  by scrambling 
have p rope r t i es  o f  heads and f e e t  o f  AN-chains. The f o o t  does no t  have 
the  p rope r t i es  o f  a va r iab le ,  as shown by the  absence o f  WCO i n  (11); 
t h e  land ing  s i t e  o f  t he  head permi ts  new pronominal b ind ing  by the  
moved element, con t ra ry  to ,  f o r  instance, the  land ing  s i t e  o f  
t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  i n  Engl ish,  as we showed i n  sec t ion  2.3. 
----------- 
10. Note t h a t  these f a c t s  immediately d i s t i n g u i s h  scrambling i n  H ind i  
from Engl ish t o p i c a l i z a t i o n .  As we have seen above (Chapter I1 
sec t i on  2.3),  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  o f  a bare q u a n t i f i e r  i s  excluded. I f  
as we assume, f o l l o w i n g  Lasnik and Sa i to  (1989) and B a l t i n  (1982), 
t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  i s  an instance of adjunct ion,  then t h i s  provides an 
a d d i t i o n a l  argument t h a t  scrambling must be d i f f e r e n t  from an 
ad junc t ion  s t ruc tu re .  Poss ib ly ,  bare quant i f ie rs !  a re  general 1 y 
excluded from ad junc t ion  p o s i t i o n s  a t  S-structure. 
The hypothesis t h a t  scrambling invo lves  an AN-chain i s  s t r o n g l y  
supported by the  f a c t  t h a t  scrambling a l so  creates new anaphoric 
b ind ing  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  Consider t h e  f o l l o w i n g  examples: 
(16)  
*/??? apnei baccoN-ne mohan-koi ghar se n i k a a l  d iyaa 
s e l f ' s  c h i l d r e n  Mohan house from threw ou t  
s e l f  c h i l d r e n  through Mohan out  o f  t he  house 
(17) 
? mohan-koi apnei baccoN-ne ghar se n i k a a l  d iyaa 
Mohan s e l f  c h i l d r e n  threw out  o f  t he  house 
I n  ( 1 6 1 ,  t he  r e f l e x i v e  w i t h i n  t h e  sub jec t  NP i s  unbound, s ince i t has 
no c-commanding antecedent.(16) i s  thus r u l e d  ou t  by p r i n c i p l e  A o f  
t h e  b ind ing  theory.  I n  ( 1 7 ) ,  t he  r e f l e x i v e  has become bound by t he  
scrambled NP and thus  s a t i s f i e s  b ind ing  theory.  I n  t h e  LGB framework, 
anaphoric b ind ing  requ i res  the  antecedent t o  be i n  an A-posit ion. 
Since anaphoric b ind ing  1s poss ib le  from the  land-ing s i t e  o f  S I S ,  
these f a c t s  p rov ide  a d d i t i o n a l  evidence t h a t  t he  "landing s i t e  o f  
scrambling must be a  T-pos i t ion  which heads an AN--chain. 
To the  above evidence g iven by Mahajan(1989), we add an a d d i t i o n a l  
argument based on the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  F l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  i n  Hindi .  
As shown by (19)-(22), scrambling l i censes f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s .  As we 
have argued I n  sec t ion  2 . 3 . 2 ,  f l o a t i n g  quan t i f i e r ' s  are o n l y  compatible 
w i t h  AN-chains. 
(18) mohan saare phal khaa jaae gaa 
Mohan a l l  . f r u i t s  eat  w i l l  
(19) mohan saare khaa jaae gaa 
f r u i t s  Mohan a l l  eat w i l l  
(20) raam-ne kitabeN mohan-ko 1OTa d i  
Ram books t o  Mohan a l l  returned 
(21) ki tabeN raam-ne mohan-ko IOTa d i  
books Ram t o  Mohan a1 1 returned 
( 2 2 )  kitabeN raam-ne mohan-ko 1OTa d i  
books Ram a l l  t o  Mohan returned 
(19)-(22) show t h a t  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  can appear i n a l l  the  
p o s i t i o n s  i n  which NPs can be scrambled. But these f a c t s  w i l l  on l y  
provide s t rong evidence f o r  t he  s ta tus  o f  S I S  as AN-chains i f  we can 
shown t h a t  i n  Hindi ,  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  cannot be associated w i t h  
Vbl-chains. To t h i s  e f f e c t  we w i l l  b r i e f l y  consider cases o f  long 
d is tance scrambling. 
3.1.3 Long d is tance scrambling 
The f a c t  t h a t  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  occur i n  H ind i  on ly  w i t h  AN-chains 
and no t  w i t h  Vbl-chains i s  s l i g h t l y  more d i f f i c u l t  t o  show than i n  
languages such as Eng l ish  o r  French. Hindi  indeed h&s no obvious 
instances o f  Vbl-chains s ince WH-elements usua l l y  remain i n  s i t u  o r  
are scrambled j u s t  l i k e  other  NPs.ll As argued by Ma,hajan, however, 
H ind i  seems t o  mani fest  two types o f  Vbl-chains: r i ch tward  scrambling, 
which u n l i k e  l e f tward  scrambling does not  repa i r  WCC, and long 
----------- 
11. See Mahajan (1989) f o r  arguments t h a t  movement o f  a WH-element t o  
t h e  begin ing of a main clause i s  an instance o f  scrambling. 
distance scrambling, which a l so  shows WCO e f f e c t s .  Since t h e  s ta tus  o f  
r ightward scrambling remains ra the r  unclear  (see Mahajan f n t  18 p 
22),12 we w i l l  con f ine  our a t t e n t i o n  t o  cases o f  long d is tance 
scrambling. An example o f  long-distance scrambling inducing weak 
crossover e f f e c t s  i s  given i n  (23)b.: 
12. As mentioned by Mahajan, i t  could be t h a t  what appears t o  be 
r igh tward  scrambling i s  i n  f a c t  due t o  a l e f t w a r d  movement o f  t he  
verb. With respect t o  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s ,  however, an 
i n t e r e s t i n g  f a c t  may prov ide support t o  the  assumption t h a t  
r igh tward  scrambling i s  indeed an instance o f  a Vbl-chain. 
Consider t he  f o l l o w i n g  paradigm: 
(1) raam mohan-ko saa r i  k i tabeN nah i iN  degaa 
Ram Mohan a1 1 book n o t  w i l l  g ive  
(11) raam mohan-ko saa r i  nah i iN  degaa ki tabeN 
( i i i ) ? ? r a a m  saa r i  mohan-ko nah i iN  degaa ki tabeN 
( i v )  raam mohan-ko a a j  saa r i  nahi iN degaa ki tabeN 
ram t o  mohan today a l l  no t  w i l l  g ive  books 
( v ) *  raam mohan-ko saa r i  a j  nah i iN  dega ki tabeN 
(1)  i s  an o rd ina ry  sentence. I n  ( i i ) ,  t h e  ob jec t  has been 
rightward-scrambled and a f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r  has been l e f t  i n  
what i s  presumably t h e  D-st ructure p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  ob jec t .  I n  
( i i i ) ,  however, r igh tward  scrambling seems t o  have occured a f t e r  
t h e  ob jec t  was f i r s t  leftward-scrambled over the d a t i v e  ob jec t .  
(v )  i s  s i m i l a r  t o  ( i i i ) ,  under the  assumption t h a t  t he  p o s i t i o n  o f  
t h e  adverb on the  r i g h t  o f  t he  negat ion i nd i ca tes  t h a t  t he  ob jec t  
was f i r s t  scrambled le f tward .  Th is  paradigm shows, then, t h a t  a 
f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r  cannot be stranded i n  a leftward-scrambled 
p o s i t i o n  i f  the  ob jec t  i s  scrambled r ightward. Th is  cou ld  be 
i n t e r p r e t e d  as evidence t h a t  r igh tward  scrambling invo lves  a Vbl- 
chain, which i s  incompatible w i t h  a q u a n t i f i e r  f l o a t e d  i n  a non- 
t h e t a  p o s i t i o n .  A l t e r n a t i v e l y  t h i s  may be i n t e r p r e t e d  as showing 
t h a t  r igh tward  scrambling cannot occur from a l e f t w a r d  scrambled 
p o s i t i o n ,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  perhaps the  scrambled p o s i t i o n  i s  a [- 
Case] p o s i t i o n .  I w i l l  leave the  quest ion open f o r  f u r t h e r  
reasearch. 
(23) 
a . *usk i i i  bahin-ne sab-koi socaa k i  raam-ne ti dekhaa 
H is  s i s t e r  everyone thought t h a t  Ram saw 
I t ' s  everyone t h a t  h i s  s i s t e r  thought t h a t  Ram saw 
b.*sab-koi u s k i i i  bahin-ne socaa k i  raam-ne ti dekhaa 
Everyone,his s i s t e r  thought t h a t  Ram saw 
As shown by (23b), WCO i s  no t  r e ~ a i r e d  by long-distance scrambling o f  
t he  q u a n t i f i e r  over t he  subject.13 This prov ides evidence t h a t  long- 
d is tance scrambling i s  an instance o f  a Vbl-chain and not  o f  an AN- 
chain. l 4  
Long-distance scrambling, however, does no t  c rea te  WCO i n  t he  embedded 
clause: 
(24) 
a. kis-ko/sab-koi raam-ne socaa k 
who/everyone Ram thought t h a t  h i s  
Who d i d  Ram t h i n k  t h a t  h i s  s i s t e r  
b. raam-ne kis-ko/sab-koi socaa k 
Ram who/everyone thought t h a t  h i s  
1 u s k i i i  bahin-ne t dekhaa thaa 
s i s t e r  seen be past 
has seen 
1 uski  i i bahin-ne t dekhaa thaa 
s i s t e r  seen be pa:st 
The absence o f  WCO i n  embedded clauses can be e a s i l y  expla ined i f ,  as 
assumed by Mahajan, scrambling proceeds f i r s t  as an AN-chain i n  the  
embedded clause and then as an Vbl-chain i n  t he  upper clause.15 
13. I n c i d e n t a l l y ,  (23) a l so  prov ides evidence t h a t  ' l inear precedence 
i s  no t  a re levant  f a c t o r  f o r  WCO and more genera l l y  f o r  t h e  f a c t s  
we have seen so f a r .  
14. Long-distance scrambling from i n f i n i t i v a l  sentences shows 
p rope r t i es  o f  an AN-chains and not  p rope r t i es  of' Vbl-chains. As 
shown by Mahajan (1989)b., movement from an i n f i n i t i v a l  c lause can 
t r i g g e r  agreement i n  the  ma t r i x  clause. 
15. A poss ib le  explanat ion f o r  t h i s  f a c t  would go as fo l l ows :  assume 
t h a t  there  i s  some b a r r i e r  between the  h ighest  [ tHRl p o s i t i o n  i n  
t he  embedded clause and the  lowest [tHR] p o s i t i c n  i n  t he  upper 
clause. To escape the  b a r r i e r ,  the  long-distance-scrambled element 
would have t o  a d j o i n  t o  it. Once it has adjoined, any f u r t h e r  
movement t o  an [+HR] p o s i t i o n  would be an instance o f  improper 
movement. Thus, long-distance scrambling must proceed by 
Add i t i ona l  evidence t h a t  long-distance scrambling has p rope r t i es  o f  
Vbl-chains comes from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  anaphoric b ind ing  i s  no t  poss ib le  
w i t h  long-distance scrambling. Consider t he  f o l l o w i n g  p a i r  o f  
sentences: 
(25) 
a. *apn i i  bahin-ne socaa k i  raam-ne mohan-ko dekhaa 
s e l f ' s  s i s t e r  thought t h a t  Ram Mohan saw 
S e l f ' s  s i s t e r  thought t h a t  Ram saw Mohan 
b. *mohan-koi a p n i i ~  bahin-ne socaa k i  raam-ne ti dekhaa 
I t ' s  Mohan t h a t  s e l f ' s  s i s t e r  thought t h a t  Ram saw 
(25)a. 1s excluded because the  anaphor w i t h i n  the  sub jec t  NP has no 
a v a i l a b l e  antecedent. (25)b. shows t h a t  an NP which has undergone 
long-distance scrambling cannot serve as an antecedent f o r  t he  anaphor 
i n  t h e  NP. Th is  shows c l e a r l y  again t h a t  long-distance scrambling has 
t h e  p rope r t i es  o f  a Vbl-chain. 
Le t  us now r e t u r n  t o  q u a n t i f i e r - f l o a t .  As shown by the  WCO i n  (23), 
long-distance scrambling has the  p rope r t i es  o f  AN-chains i n  an 
embedded sentence and the  p rope r t i es  o f  Vbl-chains i n  a main clause. 
If t h i s  i s  co r rec t ,  given the  genera l i za t i on  we have proposed i n  
sec t i on  2.3.2 on the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  FQ, we would expect q u a n t i f i e r -  
f l o a t  w i t h  long-distance scrambling t o  be poss ib le  i n  t he  embedded 
clause and impossible i n  the  main clause. As shown by t h e  paradigm i n  
,-------- 
ad junc t ion  t o  t h e  r i g h t  o f  t he  h ighest  [+HRl p o s i t i o n  i n  t he  lower 
sentence and w i l l  consequently have the  proper ty  o f  a Vbl-chain, 
i .e. ,  it w i l l  induce WCO and not  l i cense  Q- f loa t .  Although t h i s  i s  
a p l a u s i b l e  ana lys is  f o r  the  Hindi  f ac t s ,  pursuing i t  i n  i t s  
d e t a i l s  would requ i re  a d e t a i l e d  study o f  e x t r a c t i o n  f a c t s  i n  
H ind i  t o  determine which p r o j e c t i o n  creates a b a r r i e r  i n  t h i s  
cases. Th is  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  i s  beyond t h e  scope o f  t h i s  
d i s s e r t a t i o n .  
(26), t h i s  p r e d i c t i o n  i s  
o f  Q-f loat  exac t l y  para1 
q u a n t i f i e r s  can occur i n  
f u l f i l  led  
l e l s  t h e  d 
a l l  p o s i t  
. We observe that,  t he  d i s t r i b u t i o n  
i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  WCO: f l o a t i n g  
ions t o  which an element can be 
scrambled i n  embedded sentences but  can occur i n  nc p o s i t i o n  i n  main 
clauses:16 
(26) 
a.raam-ne socaa k i  mohan saare khaa jaae gaa 
Ram thought t h a t  f r u i t s  mohan a l l  ea t  w i l l  
Ram thought t h a t  Mohan w i l l  eat  a l l  t he  f r u i t s  
b-raam-ne socaa k i  phal saare rnohan khaa jaae gaa 
c.?raam-ne phal  socaa k i  mohan saare khaa jaae gaa 
d.?raam-ne socaa k i  saare mohan khaa jaae gaa17 
e . m  raam-ne socaa k i  saare mohan khaa jaae gaa 
f.pha1 raam-ne socaa k i  mohan saare khaa jaae gaa 
g . * m  raam-ne saare socaa k i  mohan khaa jaae gaa 
h.*phal saare raam-ne socaa k i  mohan khaa jaae gaa 
These f a c t s  provide add i t i ona l  evidence f o r  t he  d i f f e r e n c e  es tab l ished 
between long-distance scrambling and sentence I n t e r n a l  scrambling as 
Vbl-chains and AN-chains, respect ive ly .  I t  a lso  lends support t o  the  
genera l iza t ion ,  proposed 
are incompatible w i t h  Vb 
----------- 
16. Thanks t o  A. Mahajan 
17. The quest ion mark i n  
i n  sec t ion  2.3.2, t h a t  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  
f o r  these data. 
Cc) and (d) i s  independent o f  the  f l o a t i n g  
q u a n t i f i e r s  f a c t s  and i s  due t o  the  f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  i s  no t  
very na tu ra l  f o r  a long-distance scrambled NP(M&hajan(pc)). 
18. Mahajan (1989) takes as a d d i t i o n a l  evidence t h a t  S I S  creates AN- 
chains t h e  f a c t  t h a t  (SIS) does not  permi t  anapboric 
reconstruct ion.  Consider the  f o l l o w i n g  paradigm: 
----------- 
(27) 
a. raam-nei mohan-koj apni i i / j k i  taab lOTaai i 
ram mohan s e l f  book returned 
b. raarn-nei apni 1  i / *  j k i t a a b  mohan-koj lOTaai i 
ram s e l f  book mohan . re turned 
c. apni i i * j k i  taab raam-nei mohan-koj lOTaai i 
se 1  f book r a  mohan returned 
I n  (27)a. t he  anaphor a p n i i  can be bound both by the sub jec t  and by 
the  d a t i v e  ob jec t .  b. shows t h a t  reconst ruc t ion  does not  ob ta in  
when the  NP con ta in ing  the  anaphor i s  moved t o  an in termediate 
p o s i t i o n  : as i nd i ca ted  by the  * on the  j index, t he  d a t i v e  ob jec t  
can no longer b ind  the  anaphor, c. shows t h a t  when the NP 
conta in ing  the  anaphor i s  moved t o  the  sentence i n i t i a l  p o s i t i o n ,  
reconst ruc t ion  ob ta ins  w i t h  t h e  sub jec t  bu t  no t  w i t h  the  da t i ve .  
If as proposed by Barss (1986) reconst ruc t ion  invo lves  "chain 
b ind ing" ,  we would expect both p o s s i b i l i t i e s  t o  be allowed. 
To exp la in  t h i s  asymmetry i n  t he  reconst ruc t ion  p o s s i b i l i t y ,  
Mahajan proposes ( con t ra ry  t o  Barss (1986) and B e l l e t t i &  R i z z i  
(1986) ) t h a t  anaphoric reconst ruc t ion  e f f e c t s  be l i m i t e d  t o  A '  
dependencies. The assumption t h a t  t h e  movement o f  t he  DO ( i . e . ,  
over 10) i s  a  movement t o  an A p o s i t i o n ,  exp la ins  why anaphoric 
reconst ruc t ion  does n o t  ob ta in  w i t h  respect t a  t he  d a t i v e  NP, both 
i n  (27)b. and c. To account f o r  t he  reconst ruc t ion  p o s s i b i l i t y  
w i t h  respect t o  t he  sub jec t  NP i n  ( 2 7 ~ )  (Index i), Mahajan assumes 
t h a t  al though scrambling can be movement t o  an A p o s i t i o n ,  it can 
a l s o  i nvo l ve  adjunct ion.  Assuming t h i s  t o  be co r rec t ,  t he  
i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  reconst ruc t ion  w i t h  the  d a t i v e  ob jec t  i s  then 
l e f t  unexplained. There i s  indeed no a  p r i o r i  reason why 
ad junc t ion  t o  VP o r  t o  an in termediate func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  
should be vorbidden. This  problem suggest t h a t  t he  asymmetry i n  
reconst ruc t ion  p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  independent o f  the nature o f  t h e  
chain created by scrambling and might be due t o  another f a c t o r .  
Evidence f o r  t h i s  hypothesis come from Japanese scrambling. I n  the 
next sec t ion ,  we observe t h a t  Japanese scrambling permi ts  
anaphoric reconst ruc t ion  w i t h  the  d a t i v e  complement. As we show, 
Japanese scrambling mani fests otherwise p rope r t i es  o f  AN-chains. 
There i s  thus an apparent c o n t r a d i c t i o n  w i t h  respect t o  t he  
reconst ruc t ion  f a c t s  between Japanese and H i n j i .  We suggest t h a t  
t h i s  apparent c o n t r a d i c t i o n  can be reconc i led  as fo l lows:  suppose 
t h a t  what prevents reconst ruc t ion  i n  (27)b. i s  t he  f a c t  t h a t  there  
i s  another b inder  ava i lab le ,  namely the  subject ,  and t h a t  t he  
a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  o ther  b inder  overpowers the e f f e c t s  o f  
reconst ruc t ion .  Binding v i a  reconst ruc t ion  i s  always a  marked 
opt ion .  I n  (110)b., given t h a t  there  i s  a  marked and an unmarked 
op t i on  t o  s a t i s f y  b ind ing  theory, the  unmarked op t i on  i s  chosen. 
The i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  reconst ruc t ion  w i t h  the  da t ive  i n  (27)b. 
might be due t o  the  s t rong subject  o r i e n t a t i o n  o f  Hindi  anaphors. 
3.1.3.1 Summary 
Let us summarize: The data presented above show t h a t  S I S  and LDS have 
respect ively the fo l lowing propert ies: 
WCO e f f e c t  - + 
WCO repa 
new bind 
FQ 
I n  Chapter I1 we gave the fo l lowing d e f i n i t i o n  o f  AM-chains and Vbl- 
chains: 
(29) 
An AN-chain must be headed by a [+HRl pos i t i on  
A Vbl-chain must be headed by a [-HR] pos i t i on  
It fol lows from t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  t ha t  since SIS has the properies o f  
AN-chains i t  must involve movement t o  a  [+HR] pos i t ion.  To account f o r  
the propert ies o f  SIS, Mahajan proposes t ha t  i t  involves a  movement t o  
the Spec pos i t ions o f  intermediate funct iona l  project ions. I n  h i s  
view, a  basic Hindi sentence has the fo l lowing s t ruc ture  : 
I P 
/ \ 
Spec \ 
I ' 
/ \ 
AGRP I 
/ \ 
Spec AGR' 
/ \ 
AGRP AGR 
/ \ 
Spec AGR ' 
/ \ 
V P AGR ' 
/ \ 
sub jec t  V ' 
/ \ 
10 V ' 
/ \ 
DO V 
As Mahajan (1989)b. argues t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  receives independent support 
from agreement f a c t s  i n  H ind i .  Mahajan shows t h a t  agreement f a c t s  i n  
H ind i  can receive an e legant  account i f  we p o s i t  t h e  ex is tence o f  AGR 
phrases and adopt t he  theory o f  agreement proposed by Kayne(1986) f o r  
Romance p a s t - p a r t i c i p l e  agreement, which views agreement as a Spec 
head r e l a t i o n .  
We r e f e r  t he  reader t o  Mahajan (1989) f o r  d e t a i l s  on the  agreement 
f a c t s  i n  H ind i  and on how they support t he  s t r u c t u r e  g iven above. 
Given t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (30), Mahajan proposes t h e  f o l l o w i n g  ana lys i s  
f o r  SIS: t he  sub jec t  and the  d i r e c t  and i n d i r e c t  ob jec ts  can move 
f r e e l y  t o  t h e  Spec p o s i t i o n s  o f  any o f  the  AGR p ro jec t i ons ,  s ince  t h e  
AGR phrases are  no t  marked f o r  t he  s p e c i f i c  NPs they may host. Th is  
a c c o u n t s f o r  t h e  freedom i n  the  order  o f  arguments t o  the  l e f t  o f  a 
verb. To account f o r  the  p rope r t i es  o f  S I S ,  Mahajan proposes t o  
redef ine  t h e  LGB not ions  o f  A- and A' -posi t ions as fo l lows:  
(31) A-posit ions are  p o s i t i o n s  which can be assigned 9-ro les 
o r  Case. 
Mahajan assumes a vers ion  of Case theory recen t l y  proposed-by 
Chomsky( 1989) (expanding ideas of Koopman & Sport lche (1988)) i n  which 
s t r u c t u r a l  Case i s  assigned under Spec-head agreement w i t h  an AGR 
head. I n  t h i s  view, t he  s p e c i f i e r s  o f  AGR p ro jec t i ons  are p o s i t i o n s  t o  
which Case i s  ( p o t e n t i a l l y )  assigned. Thus, scrarnb1'~ig i s  an instance 
of movement from a [[-Case] [+91] p o s i t i o n  t o  a [+ Fb Case] pos i t i on ,  
which resembles standard cases o f  pass 
movement t o  A-posit ions, the f a c t  t h a t  
i s  expected. 
i ve .  Since scr'ambl 
i t  has p rope r t i es  
i n g  i s  
o f  AN-chains 
I n t e r p r e t i n g  Mahajan's proposal l i t e r a l l y ,  we might  expect scrambling 
t o  the  Spec o f  t he  p r o j e c t i o n  which Mahajan has 1abe:led I P  e i t h e r  no t  
t o  occur o r  t o  have d i f f e r e n t  p rope r t i es .  Consider, however, t he  
f o l l o w i n g  sentence: 
(32 1 
Sabkoi uskai p i t a a j  apnaaj pEsaa sayad nah i iN  lOTaye gaa. 
To everyoneCi h i s  f a t h e r j  s e l f j  money probably not  r e t u r n  w i l l  
H i s  f a t h e r  w i l l  probably no t  r e t u r n  h i s  money t o  everyone 
As we have shown above i n  example (9), an adverb may not  in tervene 
between a generic ob jec t  and negat ion when the  ob jec t  i s  (arguably) i n  
i t s  base p o s i t i o n .  We have suggested i n  a foonote above t h a t  t h i s  
receives a s t ra igh t fo rward  explanat ion under the  assumption t h a t  t he re  
i s  a D-st ructure adjacency requirement between a ver1'3 and i t s  d i r e c t  
ob jec t .  This  suggests t h a t  i n  (32),  t he  ob jec t  i s  no t  i n  i t s  base 
p o s i t i o n .  This assumption i s  re in fo rced  by the  f a c t  t h a t  t he  adverb i n  
sentence (32) i s  a s e n t e n t i a l  adverb, and t h a t  under standard 
assumptions ( C f .  Jackendoff (1972) and T rav i s  (1987)), s e n t e n t i a l  
adverbs are genera l l y  thought no t  t o  occur i n  the  middle o f  a  VP 
cons t i t uen t .  I f  t h i s  i s  co r rec t ,  then we may conclude t h a t  i n  (32),  
none of t he  arguments i s  i n  i t s  base generated p o s i t i o n .  Adopting t h e  
s t r u c t u r e  i n  (30), we may assume ( 3 2 )  t o  have the  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (33) :  
( 3 3 )  
LIP sabko [ A G R P  uska p i t a  [ A G R P  apnaa pEsa [adv [NEGP ["p tttt] NEG] 
v1111 
Since i n  t h i s  sentence the  d a t i v e  q u a n t i f i e r  binds, t he  pronominal 
w i t h i n  the subject  phrase, so t h a t  there  i s  no WCO e f f e c t ,  we must 
assume t h a t  t h i s  q u a n t i f i e r  i s  i t s e l f  i n  a  p o s i t i o n  which a l lows 
b inding.  But i f ,  as assumed by Mahajan, t he  subjec,t and t h e  ob jec t  
must occupy t h e  Spec o f  t h e  two AGR p r o j e c t i o n s  f o r  Case reasons, t h e  
on ly  remaining p o s i t i o n  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t he  da 
s p e c i f i e r  o f  the  I P  p r o j e c t i o n .  I n  Mahajan's 
i s  n e i t h e r  a  [+Case] p o s i t i o n  nor  a  [+potent  
thus not ,  i n  h i s  terms, an A-posi t ion.  Under such a  view, t h e  absence 
t i v e  MP i s  t h a t  o f  t he  
view, t h e  s p e c i f i e r  o f  I P  
i a1  Case] p o s i t i o n .  It i s  
of WCO i s  su rp r i s i ng .  Given the  grammat ica l i ty  o f  (32) '  we conclude 
t h a t  t he  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  A-posit ions as [ + p o t e n t i a l  Case] p o s i t i o n s  i s  
i nsu f f i c i en t .19  Under the  d e f i n i t i o n  t h a t  we have proposed i n  (29 )  t o  
replace the  A/A '  d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  t he  LGB framework, namely t h e  
d i s t i n c t i o n  between [+HR] p o s i t i o n s  and [-HR] pos-i t ions, t he  problem 
does not  a r i se :  t h e  Spec o f  I P  i s  c l e a r l y  a  [+HR] p o s i t i o n ,  so we do 
no t  expect the  p rope r t i es  o f  movement t o  t h a t  pos- i t ion  t o  d i f f e r  from 
19. One could probalby t r y  t o  redef ine  t h e  no t i on  p o t e n t i a l  Case- 
p o s i t i o n  i n  such a way as t o  inc lude the  Spec o f  I P .  But,  again, 
such a  d e f i n i t i o n  would be ra the r  d i f f i c u l t  t o  formulate 
p rec i se l y .  
the  p rope r t i es  of movement t o  the  Spec o f  an AGR p ro jec t i on .  The 
no t i on  o f  Case-marking does n o t  come i n t o  p lay,  so the  grammat ica l i ty  
o f  (32) w i t h  the  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (33) i s  predic ted.  
I n  t h i s  sec t i on  we have given evidence, based on the  work o f  Mahajan 
(1989) and add i t i ona l  data on f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s ,  t h a t  scrambling 
e x h i b i t s  the  p rope r t i es  o f  AN-chains. Given a  framework i n  which 
c lausa l  s t r u c t u r e  invo lves  a  number o f  f unc t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons ,  t he  
p rope r t i es  o f  scrambling f o l l o w  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  from an ana lys i s  
which views t h i s  type o f  movement as a  movement t o  the  s p e c i f i e r s  o f  
func t iona l  p ro jec t i ons .  As we argued i n  the  prev ious sec t ion ,  t h e  
heads of AN-chains must be i n  [+HRl pos i t i ons .  I f  scrambling i n  H ind i  
invo lves  a  movement t o  the  spec i f i e rs  o f  func t iona l  p ro jec t i ons ,  t h i s  
c o n d i t i o n  w i l l  be f u l f i l l e d  and the  p rope r t i es  of scrambling are  
expected. Under t h i s  view, scrambling i s  the  ove r t  man i fes ta t ion  o f  
movement t o  the  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n s  o f  in termediate p ro jec t i ons .  The 
ex is tence o f  such movement thus prov ides support f o r  the  hypothesis 
t h a t  t he  s t r u c t u r e  o f  sentences invo lves  a  r i c h  system o f  f u n c t i o n a l  
p r o j e c t i o n s  and f o r  t he  r e d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t h e  A / A '  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  terms 
of t h e  [+HRl/[-HRI d i s t i n c t i o n  t h a t  we have proposed. I n  t he  next 
sec t ion ,  we review some Japanese data which suggest t h a t  Japanese 
scrambling may be sub jec t  t o  an ana lys is  s i m i l a r  t o  the  one have 
proposed ( f o l l o w i n g  Mahajan) f o r  H ind i  scrambling.20 
----------- 
20. Such an ana lys i s  has been independently proposed f o r  Japanese 
scrambling by Yoshimura (1989). 
3.2 Japanese scrambling 
The phenomena which support t he  above ana lys i s  o f  scrambling i n  H ind i  
as an instance o f  AN-chain created by movement t o  t h e  s p e c i f i e r s  o f  
in termediate func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n s  are  a l s o  found "i Japanese. As i n  
t h e  prev ious sec t ion ,  we w i l l  d iscuss WCO e f f e c t s ,  r e f l e x i v e  b inding,  
and f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s .  I n  add i t i on ,  we w i l l  draw some i n d i r e c t  
arguments from a cursory d iscussion o f  some reconst ruc t ion  phenomena 
i n  Japanese. 
3.2.1 WCO i n  Japanese 
3.2.1.1 Word order  i n  Japanese 
As i s  we l l  known, t he  word order  o f  Japanese i s  q u i t e  f ree .  I t  has, 
however, been argued ex tens ive ly  i n  t he  l i t e r a t u r e  ( S a i t o  (1985) H o j i  
(1985), Fukul (1986)and reference c i t e d  the re ) ,  t h a t  Japanese i s  a  
con f i gu ra t i ona l  language. Many arguments have been given i n  t he  
l i t e r a t u r e  t o  support t h i s  hypothesis. It has been a l s o  argued t h a t  
t he  apparent freedom o f  word order  found i n  the  language i s  due t o  a  
s y n t a c t i c  r u l e  o f  scrambling which i s  an instance o f  Move a. We w i l l  
no t  review any o f  these arguments here, bu t  we wi-11 simply adopt t h i s  
hypothesis. Our goal i s  t o  concentrate on the  p rope r t i es  o f  t h e  r u l e  
of scrambling. Most l i n g u i s t s  who have argued f o r  t h e  ana lys is  o f  
scrambling as an instance o f  Move a have proposed t h a t  scrambling 
forms Vbl-chains (A'-dependencies i n  t he  LGB sense). It i s  t h i s  
assumption which we w i l l  quest ion i n  t h i s  sect ion.  We wi.11 show t h a t  
scrambling appears i n  f a c t  t o  have a number of p rope r t i es  t y p i c a l  o f  
AN-chains. 
3.2.1.2 The disappearance o f  WCO effects 
As discussed by Sa i to  and H o j i  (1983), the  study o f  weak crossover i n  
Japanese 1s somewhat complicated by the  well-known f a c t  t h a t  the  
Japanese ove r t  pronoun kare can never have a bound i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  
even when i t  i s  app rop r ia te l y  c-commanded by a q u a n t i f i e r  a t  S- 
s t ruc tu re .  This  i s  shown i n  (34):  
(34) 
** Daremoi -ga [s - kare i  -ga Mary-ni k i  rawarete i  r u  t o ]  
Everyone he-nom Mary-by d i s l i k e d  Comp 
omoikondeiru (ko to)  
be convinced ( f a c t )  
Everyone i s  convinced t h a t  he i s  d i s l i k e d  by Mary 
However, as has been observed by Sa i to  & H o j i  (hencefor th S&H), empty 
pronouns behave d i f f e r e n t l y  from ove r t  pronouns; empty pronouns can 
rece ive  a bound i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  when c-commanded by ti q u a n t i f i e r  o r  an 
i n  s i t u  WH-phrase . As expected, empty pronominals a l so  mani fest  WCO 
e f f e c t s  when a q u a n t i f i e r  o r  an i n  s i t u  WH-phrase occurs t o  t h e i r  
r i g h t .  (35 )  and (36) g i ve  a t y p i c a l  paradigm of WCO i n  Japanese(from 
H o j i  (1985)). 
(35 
[Darej-ga [ V P  [ N P  [ s  p r o j  hitome ti m i t a ]  
who-nom once saw 
h i t o i  1-0 suk in ina t ta ]  no 
person-acc f e l l  i n  love  w i t h  
Whoj f e l l  1n love  w i t h  a  person who (he j )  took a  glance a t  
(36) 
*? [s  [NP  [ s  ti hitome m i t a ]  h i t o +  1-ga 
once saw person-nom 
[ V P  dare.i-o s u k i n i n a t t a ]  no 
who-acc f e l l  i n  love w i t h  
W h ~ j  d i d  the  person who took a  glance a t  [ h im j )  f e l l  i n  love w i t h  
(35) shows t h a t  when c-command obta ins ,  a  QNP o r  ;i WH-word can b ind  an 
empty pronominal: e j  can be a  semantic v a r i a b l e  i n  (35). I n  (36) t he  
empty pronominal e j  i s  no t  c-commanded a t  S-st ructure by the  QNP, A t  
LF, however, t he  QNP w i l l  r a i s e  leav ing  a  va r iab le  t o  the  r i g h t  o f  t he  
pronoun. Thus, QR creates a  t y p i c a l  LF con f i gu ra t i on  o f  WCO. The 
schematic s t ruc tu res  o f  (35)  and (36 )  a t  S-st ructure and a t  LF are  
given respec t i ve l y  i n  (37) and (38 ) :  
S-st ructure [ QNPj . . . [ .  . , p ro j  . , . I] 
L F [QNPj [ t j . . . [. . . p r o j . .  . I ] ]  
S-st ructure [ [ .  . . p r o j  , . . I  . . .QNPj 1 
The same e f f e c t  o f  WCO r e p a i r  t h a t  has been observed i n  H ind i  i n t h e  
p r e v i o u s s e c t i o n  i s  a l so  found i n  Japanese. As (39) shows, when the  
QNP i s  scrambled t h e  WCO e f f e c t  disappears, and the  sentence becomes 
[ 39) 
dare.\-o [ s  [ N P  [ s  e i  h i  tome [ ~ r o j  m i t a l  h i  t o j  I -ga [ V P  s u k i n i n a t t a  no] 1 
who-acc once saw person-nom f e l l  i n  love w i t h  
( f rom H o j i  (1985) 
The schematic S-st ructure o f  ( 3 9 )  I s  given i n  (40) :  
As we can see, the  S-st ructure o f  (39) seems equ iva len t  t o  t he  LF 
s t r u c t u r e  o f  (36). But wh i le  (361 i s  excluded as a  WCO v i o l a t i o n ,  
(39)1  s u r p r i s i n g l y l  i s  a  good sentence.Z1 The disappearance o f  WCO 
e f f e c t s  a f t e r  scrambling was f i r s t  noted i n  S&H(1983). Both Sa i to  and 
H o j i  independently propose t o  analyze scrambling i n  Japanese as an 
instance o f  Move a l ead ing  t o  an adjunct ion.  I n  t h e i r  views, 
scrambling i s  an instance o f  A ' -  movement(in t he  LGj3 sense) and i s  
thus expected t o  have the  p rope r t i es  o f  Vbl-chains, e,g., t o  induce 
WCO e f f e c t s ,  and not  t o  suppress them. Thus, under S a i t o  and H o ~ i ' s  
ana lys is  o f  scramblingl t he  disappearance o f  WCO e f f e c t s  i n  examples 
l i k e  (39) i s  paradoxical .  
Hoj i (1985),  who notes the  paradox, proposes an e legant  s o l u t i o n  t o  
t h i s  problem; he suggests t h a t  t he  gap I n  (39) be ar~alyzed not  as an 
----------- 
Note t h a t  i t  would be i n s u f f i c i e n t  simply t o  assume t h a t  WCO 
app l i es  on l y  a t  LF, and t h a t  a t  LFl the  scrambled cons t i t uen t  
o b l i g a t o r i l y  reconst ruc ts  i n t o  i t s  base pos i t i on .  H o j i  (1985) has 
argued t h a t  scrambling creates q u a n t i f i e r  ambigui t ies which do not  
e x i s t  i f  a  q u a n t i f i e d  NP remains in i t s  base p o s i t i o n .  This  would 
be unexpected i f  scrambling were sys temat ica l l y  and o b l i g a t o r i l y  
undone a t  LF l tha t  i s l  i f  the  LF-st ructure o f  a  scrambled NP were 
equ iva len t  t o  the  LF-st ructure o f  an NP which has remained i n  i t s  
base p o s i t i o n  a t  every l e v e l  o f  representat ion.  
empty pronominal but  as a  p a r a s i t i c  gap. Consider t he  s t r u c t u r e  o f  
(39): 
( 4 1 )  QNPi [ S  [ N P . .  . p ro? .  . . ] [ v P . .  .ti . . . I ]  
I n  (41) the  QNP c-commands both  the  pronoun and i t s  t r a c e  , But 
n e i t h e r  t h e  pronoun nor t he  t r a c e  c-commands the  o ther .  As noted by 
H o j i ,  t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  shows a  great  s i m i l a r i t y  w l t h  t h a t  o f  a  c l a s s i c a l  
cases o f  p a r a s i t i c  gap sentences: 
(42)  Whdch book d i d  you f i l e  w i thout  reading ? 
. . [ V P  [ v P . .  .ti., . I [PP.. . ei  . . . I ]  I ]  (43)  [WHi [IP 
I f  (39) i s  ana lyzed as i n v o l v i n g  a  p a r a s i t i c  gap s t r u c t u r e ,  t h e  WCO 
e f f e c t  i s  no longer expected. I n  t h i s  view, t he  scrambled q u a n t i f i e r  
does not  b ind  a  v a r i a b l e  and a co re fe r r i ng  pronoun. I t  s imply b inds a  
r e a l  gap and a  p a r a s i t i c  gap. This  ana lys i s  o f  the  disappearance o f  
WCO i s  very e legant  and f u l l y  i n  keeping w i t h  the  ana lys i s  o f  
scrambling as an instance o f  movement c r e a t i n g  Vt~l-chains: t he  
l i c e n s i n g  o f  p a r a s i t i c  gaps i s  indeed one o f  t h e  most s a l i a n t  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  Vbl-chains. I n  t h e  next paragraph, however, we 
w i l l  see t h a t  a  number of phenomena cas t  some doubt on H o j i ' s  ana lys is  
o f  t he  disappearance of WCO i n  terms of p a r a s i t i c  gaps. This  w i l l  lead 
us t o  suggest t h a t  t he  e f fec ts  o f  scrambling on WCO may be b e t t e r  
analyzed i n  p a r a l l e l  w i t h  the  Hindi  cases, namely as a  consequence o f  
t h e  hypothesis t h a t  scrambling creates AN-chain, and Involves movement 
t o  the  s p e c i f i e r  o f  a func t i ona l  p ro jec t i on .  
3.2.1.3 Arguments against a PG analysis o f  WCO rapair  
The f i r s t  argument which casts doubt on H o j i l s  ana lys is  comes from t h e  
observat jon t h a t  contexts o f  WCO repa i r  are i n  f a c t  no t  f u l l y  p a r a l l e l  
t o  contexts o f  p a r a s i t i c  gap l i cens ing.  Chomsky (1906)b .  proposes 
analyz ing p a r a s i t i c  gap construct ions as i n v o l v i n g  empty operator  
chains which "compose" w i t h  ove r t  operator  chains. 
( 44 )  [Operator j  ... [OPj ... e j  . ..]... tj.,.] 
Chain composition i s  def ined as i n  ( 45 ) :  
(45  1 
1 f C = (at . , , ) an ) i s t h e  chai n  o f  t h e  r e a l  gap and 
C'= [ R I . . . , D I I I )  i s  t he  chain o f  t h e  p a r a s i t i c  gap, then 
the "composed chain" ( C l  C 1  ) = (a1 . . . ,an, f31 . . . h ) 
i s  the  chain associated w i t h  the  p a r a s i t i c  gar) cons t ruc t i on  and 
y i e l d s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  [= (  130) i n  Barrjers) 
I n  t he  Barr iers framework) chain composition i s  subject t o  t h e  
subjacency cons t ra in t  s ta ted  i n  (46) :  
( 46 )  Subiacency cond i t i on  on Chain c o m ~ o s i t i o n  
The operator  o f  t he  p a r a s i t i c  gap must be 0-subjacent t o  
the  head of t he  A-chain o f  t he  r e a l  gap. (Chomsky (1986)  p 
Th is  cond i t i on  accounts f o r  cont ras ts  such as the on12 i n  ( 47 ) :  
( 47  1 
a.? which a r t i c l e  should you study thoroughly before I persuade t h e  
author t o  pub l ish .  
b.% Which a r t i c l e  should you study ti thoroughly before I c a l l  t he  
author w i thout  rev iewing e i  ? (Longobardi (.l983) 1 
The schematic s t r u c t u r e  o f  these sentences i s  given below: 
(48  1 
a. 
[WH [IP YOU [ V P  [ V P  study ti I [ P P I O P ~  LIP I [ V P  [ V P  persuade the  
author [ C P  ..PRO t o  [ V P  pub l i sh  e l  ]I]] J ] ]  
b rn 
[WH [IP I [ V P  [ V P  study t i ]  tppibefore [IP I [ V , J  [ V P  c a l l  t he  
author ]  [ppwithout Opi . . [ V P  reviewing e i  I] J ] ] ] ]  
The c r u c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  between (48)a. and (48)b. IS  t h a t  i n  t h e  former 
s t r u c t u r e ,  the  p a r a s i t i c  gap i s  w i t h i n  a sententi821 complement o f  the 
verb contained i n  t he  adjunct .  We may then assume t h a t  i n  t h i s  case, 
t h e  empty operator  w i l l  be able t o  r a i s e  ou t  o f  the  lower i n f i n i t i v a l  
complement t o  a p o s i t i o n  t o  which i t  w i l l  be subjacent t o  t h e  r e a l  gap 
t i .  I n  (48)b., on the  o ther  hand, t he  p a r a s i t i c  gap i s  contained i n  
two Is lands:  i t  i s  contained i n  an ad junc t ,  which i s  i t s e l f  embedded 
i n  the adjunct  clause dependent on the  clause conta in lng  the  r e a l  gap. 
Thus the  empty operator  i s  separated from the  r e a l  gap by ( a t  l e a s t )  
two adjunct  b a r r i e r s  and the  subjacency cond i t i on  on chain composit ion 
i s  no t  met. 
With t h i s  i n  mind, l e t  us r e t u r n  t o  the  Japanese cases o f  WCO repa i r .  
If, as proposed by H o j i ,  sentences i n v o l v i n g  a scrambled operator  can 
l i cense a p a r a s i t i c  gap cons t ruc t ion ,  we expect these cons t ruc t ions  t o  
be s e n s i t i v e  t o  the  subjacency cond i t  
as noted by Tada (1987) and Yoshimura 
i o n  on chain c ~ m p o s i t i o n  
(19891, scrambling repa 
; 2 2  but  
i r s  WCO 
v i o l a t i o n s  even i n  cases where the  subjacency condi2:ion on chain 
composit ion i s  v io la ted ,  thus d i sa l l ow ing  a poss ib lc  ana lys i s  o f  the  
gap ( i e  t he  empty pronominal) as a p a r a s i t i c  gap. Consider t he  
fo l l ow ing  examples: 
(49 1 
a.Dono ronbuj-o [ N P  [ e i  k in00 [ P P  e j  yoma-zuni] 
neta]  h i t o j  1-ga t j  hihansita-no 
Which a r t i c l e j  d i d  the  person who s l e p t  w i thout  reading 
( i t j )  yesterday c r i t i c i z e  t j? (Yoshirnura (1989)) 
b.Dono ronbun-oj [ N P  eh [NP  [ e i  L I -n i  e j  
oku t ta ]  gakuse i i l - n i  at takoto-ga a r u l  senseihl-ga t j h ihans i ta  
( l i t )  Every a r t i c l e j ,  t he  teacher who had met t h e  student who sent 
( i t j  t o  L I  c r i t i c i z e d  t j. (Yoshirnura (1989) 
c. Dono nonj-o John-ga [ P P  [ N P  e i  e j  k a i t a ]  
h i t o i l - g a  s i n u  mae-nil t j  yonda no 
Which b00kj d i d  John read tj before the  man who wrote 
( i t j  died? (Tada, 1987) 
I n  (49) a,b,and c, t he  empty pronominal, al though embedded w i t h i n  two 
i s l ands  (an adjunct  and a r e l a t i v e  clause ( a m &  c. )  a r  two r e l a t i v e  
clauses ( b . ) ) ,  can be understood as bound by the  q u a n t i f i e r .  Given the  
subjacency cond i t i on  on chain composit ion, the  gap e j  i n  a l l  these 
sentences could no t  be reanalyzed as a well-formed p a r a s i t i c  gap, The 
gramrnat ical i ty o f  these examples suggests, con t ra ry  t o  Hoj i (1985),  
t h a t  these s t ruc tu res  do not  i nvo l ve  p a r a s i t i c  gaps but  simply base- 
generated gaps, i .e . ,  pronominal empty ob jec ts .  
22.  The f a c t  t h a t  subjacency i s  re levant  t o  Japanese i s  shown by S a i t o  
(1986). S a i t o  shows t h a t  long d is tance scramblin'g ou t  o f  i s lands  
v i o l a t e s  subjacency.Cf Also Fukui (1986) NLLT who shows t h a t  naze 
("why") seems t o  obey sub~acency a t  LF. 
The argument constructed above i s  r a t h e r  t heo ry - i n te rna l .  I t  i s  
conceivable t h a t  a d i f f e r e n t  approach t o  p a r a s i t i c  gaps could handle 
these fac ts .  There i s ,  however, s t ronger evidence against  H o j i ' s  
(1985) analys is .  As f i r s t  observed by Yoshimura (1989), t he re  i s  a 
c e r t a i n  k ind  o f  ove r t  pronoun i n  JapaneseZ3 which can be i n t e r p r e t e d  
as a bound v a r i a b l e  and which induces weak crossover v i o l a t i o n s .  
Consider the  f o l l o w i n g  paradigm: 
(50) 
a. [Darej-ga [ V P  [NP [s hitome s o i t u j  ti m i t a ]  h i t o i l - o  s u k i n i n a t t a ]  no 
who-nom once saw person-acc f e l l  i n  love w i t h  e i  
W h ~ j  f e l l  i n  love  w i t h  the  person hej took a glance a t .  
b.*[ [ e i  hitome s o i t u j - o  m i t a ]  h i t o i l - g a  darej-o s u k i n i n a t t a  no 
The person who took a glance a t  himj f e l l  i n  love  w i t h  whoj? 
c.Darej-o [ [ e i  hitome s o i t u j - o  m i ta ]  h i t o i l - g a  t , j  s u k i n i n a t t a  no 
Whoj ( i s  i t  t h a t )  t he  person who took a glance a t  himj f e l l  i n  love  w i t h  ? 
This  paradigm i s  exac t l y  p a r a l l e l  t o  the  one  give:^ above w i t h  empty 
pronouns. (50)a. shows t h a t  when the  pronoun s o i t u  i s  c-commanded by a 
WH-element i n  subject  p o s i t i o n ,  i t  can be i n t e r p r e t e d  as bound by i t, 
(50)b. i s  a case o f  WCO v i o l a t i o n .  I n  (50)c. ,  t he  WH-element has been 
scrambled and the  sentence shows no WCO v i o l a t i o n ,  
As proposed by S a f i r  (1985), p a r a s i t i c  gap cons t ruc t ions  are  sub jec t  
t o  a p a r a l l e l i s m  cons t ra in t :  
(51) Var iables bound by the  same operator  must be [ a  l e x i c a l ]  
----------- 
23. This  pronominal expression i s  i n  f a c t  a k i n d  o f  derogatory 
demonstrative e p i t h e t .  It i s  considered t o  have pronominal s ta tus  
because i t  appears t o  be subject  t o  c o n d i t i o n  B o f  BT, no t  t o  
cond i t i on  C.  See H o j i  & Tada H i roak i ( fo r thcoming)  f o r  d e t a i l s  on 
t h i s  e p i t h e t .  Many thanks t o  Tada H i roak i  and t o  Tajima f o r  
d iscussion about t h i s  t o p i c ,  judgments and he lp  i n  c l a r y f y i n g  t h e  
i ssues. 
This p a r a l l e l i s m  cons t ra in t  requ i res  t h a t  elements bound 
simultaneously by the  same operator  be e i t h e r  both empty o r  both 
l e x i c a l l y  rea l i zed.  Appl ied t o  sentences such as (5Cl)c., t h i s  
c o n s t r a i n t  w i l l  exclude a  poss ib le  ana lys is  o f  t he i r '  s t r u c t u r e  as a  
p a r a s i t i c  gap construct ions.  Since WCO r e p a i r  occurs i n  t h i s  case as 
w e l l ,  H o j i ' s  (1985) ana lys is  cannot account f o r  thes,e cases. 
There are o ther  cases p a r a l l e l  t o  t he  examples g i ve r  i n  (50). As 
claimed by Sa i to  & H o j i  (1983) and Hoj1 (1985), WCO e f f e c t s  can a l so  
be observed w i t h  the  anaphor zibun which a l lows a  bound v a r i a b l e  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  (52) shows a con f i gu ra t i on  i n  which WCO occurs. 
(52) ? *  [s [ N P  Hanako-ga zibuni-o k i r a t t e i r u  ko t to l -ga  
Hanako-nom sel f -acc d i s l i k e d  fact-nom 
[ V P  daremoi -o/darei -0 yuutu-ni s i t e i  r u ]  1 (no) 
everyone/ who depressed made q U 
The f a c t  t h a t  Hanako d i s l i k e s  him has depressed everyone/who 
Scrambling of t h e  QNP i n  these cases a l so  amel iorates the  WCO 
v i o l a t i o n .  
(53)?[daremoi -o/darei -o[s [NP Hanako-ga z i  buni -o 
everyone/ who Hanako-nom sel f -acc 
k i r a t t e i r u  ko t to l -ga  [ V P  ti yuutu-ni s i t e i r u ] ] ( n o )  
d i s l i k e d  fact-nom depressed made24 
Both ( 5 0 )  and (53) a re  cons t ruc t ions  comparable t o  those we described 
i n  t he  above sec t ion  f o r  H ind i ,  s ince they invo lve  ove r t  elements. 
They both v i o l a t e  the  p a r a l l e l i s m  cons t ra in t  on p a r a s i t i c  gap 
cons t ruc t ions  so t h a t  H o j i ' s  proposal f o r  t he  cases 3 f  empty pronouns 
24, The sentence remains marginal s ince f o r  independent and unclear  
reasons, scrambling i s  q u i t e  awkward i n  these contexts.  
Abs t rac t ing  away from t h i s  awkwardness, (53) mani fests no added 
m a r g i n a l i t y  due t o  the  b ind ing  o f  t he  anaphor by the  q u a n t i f i e d  
expression. 
does not  extend t o  them. This suggests t h a t  another ana lys i s  o f  t he  
WCO r e p a i r  f a c t s  i s  needed. An ana lys is  o f  Japanese scrambling which 
would p a r a l l e l  the  ana lys is  proposed above f o r  H ind i  prov ides an easy 
s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  paradox o f  WCO r e p a i r ;  i f  Japanese scrambling i s  
analyzed as an instance o f  movement t o  the  s p e c i f i e r  o f  a f u n c t i o n a l  
p r o j e c t i o n , i . e  a [+HR] p o s i t i o n ,  i t  w i l l  i nvo l ve  an AN-chain, and t h e  
disappearance o f  t h e  WCO e f f e c t  w i l l  be expected. 
3.2.2 Scrambling as an instance o f  an AN-chain 
I n  t h i s  subsect ion, we w i l l  present two i n d i r e c t  arguments i n  support 
o f  the  hypothesis t h a t  Japanese scrambling can be analyzed along t h e  
l i n e s  o f  t he  proposal made f o r  H ind i  scrambling. Under t h i s  view, 
Japanese scrambling w i l l  c rea te  AN-chains. 
3.2.2.1 Vbl-chain vs AN-chain and recons t ruc t i on  
The f i r s t  argument we develop i s  based on H o j i ' s  ( 1985 )  observat ion 
t h a t  Japanese scrambling induces what has been termed i n  the  
l i t e r a t u r e  " c o n n e c t i v i t y "  o r  " reconst ruc t ion"  e f f e c t s .  Consider t he  
f o l l o w i n g  example taken from Hoj i(1985): 
(54) 
( ? ? ) [ N P [ ~  p r o j  hitome e i  m i ta ]  h i t o j l - o  [s 
once saw per-son-acc 
darei-ga [ V P  t j  suki -n i  n a t t a  no ] ]  
who-nom f e l l  i n  love w i t h  
[The person who took a glance a t  (h1mi)Ik whoi f e l l  i n  love w i t h  t k  
The schematized s t r u c t u r e  o f  (54)  i s  as fo l lows:  
( 5 5 )  [ N P . .  . e i . .  . ] j  [ S  QNPi [ v P . .  .tj.. .]I 
I n  (54), an NP con ta in ing  an empty pronominal has been scrambled. As a  
r e s u l t ,  t he  QNP does not  c-command the  empty pronoun. However, as 
i nd i ca ted  by the  grammat ica l i ty  o f  (54), t he  pronoun can s t i l l  have a  
bound i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  H o j i  concludes t h a t  t h e  example i n  (54) invo lves  
" recons t ruc t i on " ,  which he analyzes i n  terms o f  chain b ind ing  (Barss 
1986). The empty pronoun can be bound by the  q u a n t i f i e r  because the  
f o o t  o f  t he  cha in  created by the  scrambled NP i s  c-commanded by t h e  
A s i m i l a r  conclus ion can be drawn on the  bas is  o f  examples conta in ing  
anaphors. Consider ( 5 6 ) :  
(56) 
[ s  [NP Zibuni -no hahaoyalj-o [3  Johni-ga [ V P  t j  a i s i  t e i r u ] ] ]  (koto)  
sel f-mother John loves 
John loves h i s  mother 
I n  (56), an NP conta in ing  the  anaphor zibun has been scrambled. As a  
consequence of t he  scrambling, t he  anaphor zibun i s  no t  c-commanded a t  
S-st ructure by i t s  antecedent. The grarnmatical i ty o f  t he  sentence 
25. We remain neu t ra l  as t o  whether reconst ruc t ion  invo lves  LF- - 
lower ing o r  an S-st ructure computation o f  the  B ind ing  
p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  For expos i t i ona l  s i m p l i c i t y ,  we assume t h a t  
reconst ruc t ion  invo lves  lowering, b u t  no th ing  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
argument forces t h i s  view. 
shows t h a t  here too, reconst ruc t ion  must have app l -ed  so as t o  a l low 
the  b ind ing  o f  the  anaphor by i t s  antecedent. 
C lass ic  cases o f  reconst ruc t ion  i n  Eng l ish  invo lve  anaphors contained 
i n  WH-phrases which are  bound by antecedents which do not  c-command 
them a t  S-structure. An example i s  given i n  ( 5 7 ) :  
(57) [Which p i c t u r e  o f  h i m s e l f i l j  does Johni l i k e  tj 
I t  has been f r equen t l y  assumed i n  the  l i t e r a t u r e  t h a t  reconst ruc t ion  
e f f e c t s  a re  associated s t r i c t l y  w i t h  Vbl-chains. Thus t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
pronouns and anaphors can be bound by a non c-commanding antecedent 
when contained i n  a scrambled phrase, such as i n  sentences o f  t he  type 
i n  ( 5 4 ) ,  i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  by Hoj i (1985) as a conf i rmi i t ion  t h a t  Japanese 
scrambling has the p rope r t i es  o f  Vbl-chains. However, B e l l e t t i  and 
R i z z i  (1986)  have argued t h a t  reconst ruc t ion  e f f e c t s  can a l s o  be found 
w i t h  AN-chains. We w i l l  b r i e f l y  review t h e i r  arguments be fore  us ing  
t h e i r  r e s u l t  f o r  our present discussion. The p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  anaphoric 
b ind ing  i n  psych-verb cons t ruc t ions  has been analysed by B e l l e t t i  and 
R i z z i  as an instance o f  A-movement reconst ruc t ion .  Consider t he  
example i n  (58): 
(58 )  This  p i c t u r e  o f  himself4 amuses Johni 
Th is  example i s  problemat ic  f o r  t he  b ind ing  theory developed i n  LGB 
because i t  invo lves  an anaphor which i s  bound by a non-c-commanding 
antecedent, B e l l e t t i  and R i z z i ( 1 9 8 7 )  show t h a t  sur face sub jec ts  o f  
psych-verbs e x h i b i t  many p rope r t i es  o f  der ived subjects.26 To account 
----------- 
26. C f .  a l so  K.Johnson's (1985) M I T  d i s s e r t a t i o n  f o r  more arguments. 
f o r  these proper t ies ,  they propose (59) as the  D-structure o f  psych 
verbs: 
(59) 
v P 
/ \ 
VP John 
/ \ 
V p i c t u r e s  o f  h imsel f  
A t  S-st ructure,  the  d i r e c t  ob jec t  o f  psych verbs ra i ses  t o  the  Spec o f  
IP ,  leading t o  the  sur face order  (58). I n  t he  D-st ructure (59),  t he  
anaphor himsel f  i s  c-commanded by i t s  antecedent John. The assumption 
t h a t  (58) invo lves  LF reconst ruc t ion  t o  the  D-st ructure p o s i t i o n  o f  
t he  anaphor makes it poss ib le  t o  i n t e r p r e t  t he  bind-ing o f  the  anaphor 
I f  t h i s  ana lys is  i s  c o r r e c t ,  i t shows t h a t  reconst ruc t ion  e f f e c t s  are 
no t  l i m i t e d  t o  Vbl-chains. Returning t o  the  cases o f  scrambling i n  
( 5 4 ) ,  we can conclude t h a t  al though reconst ruc t ion  e f f e c t s  argue i n  
f avo r  o f  t he  ex is tence o f  a chain, they are no t  conc;lusive as t o  the  
nature o f  t he  chain, t h a t  i s ,  whether i t  i s  an AN o r  a Vbl-chain.28 
27.  A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  Be1let t - i  & R i z z i  propose t h a t  BT may apply a t  D- 
s t r u c t u r e  as we l l  as t o  o ther  l eve l s .  But see Barss (1986) f o r  
arguments support ing a reconst ruc t ion  ana lys is .  
28. An a d d i t i o n a l  argument t h a t  reconst ruc t ion  can occur w i t h  AN- 
chains i s  given by the  f o l l o w i n g  facts:  
( 1 )  These p i c t u r e s  of h i m s e l f i l j  seem t o  B i l l i  t o  have impressed Johnj 
as a poor l ikeness.  
For a number o f  speakers consulted (Pesetsky, Lasnik and 
Higginbotham), t he  anaphor i n  (1) and (11) can be bound by e i t h e r  
John o r  B i l l .  I f  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  i t  shows t h a t  reconst ruc t ion  o f  
anaphoric b ind ing  w i t h  AN-chains has p rope r t i es  s i m i l a r  t o  WH- 
reconst ruc t ion  i n  t h a t  it permi ts  any b inder  on i t s  pa th  t o  serve 
Although reconst ruc t ion  occurs both f o r  AN-chains and f o r  Vbl-chains, 
i t  seems t o  have d i f f e r e n t  p rope r t i es  i n  each o f  these cases w i t h  
respect t o  weak crossover phenomena. Consider (60) :  
* Heri  mother p re fe rs  t h i s  p i c t u r e  o f  each g i r l i  
* Sa m6rei p re f6 re  c e t t e  photo de chaque f i l l e i 2 9  
Example (60) c l e a r l y  has the  f l a v o r  o f  a WCO v i o l a t i o n .  We cou ld  
a t t r i b u t e  the  WCO v i o l a t i o n  t o  the  r a i s i n g  o f  the  3NP out  o f  i t s  
conta in ing  NP. Whatever t he  ana lys i s  o f  WCO needed t o  capture t h i s  
f a c t ,  consider next t he  example i n  ( 6 1 ) :  
( 6 1 ) *  [Which p i c t u r e  o f  each g i r l i l k  does h e n  mother p r e f e r  t k  
For t he  speakers consu 
v i o l a t i o n  under the  r e  
d i r e c t l y  c-command the  
----------- 
I t e d ,  (61) has the  f l a v o r  o f  a weak crossover 
levant  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  Since t h e  QNP does not  
pronoun i n  ( e l ) ,  we could simply assume t h a t  
as a b inder  f o r  t he  anaphor. I n  o ther  words, (i) i s  p a r a l l e l  t o  
( i i ) :  
(11) Which p i c t u r e  o f  h i m s e l f i l j  does Johnj t h i n k  t h a t  B i l l i  l i k e s  
Consider the  f o l l o w i n g  example: 
(111) Which p i c t u r e s  o f  h i m s e l f i / j  does Johnj t h i n k  seem t o  B i l l i  t o  
be ug ly .  
I n  ( i i i ) ,  again, t he  anaphor himsel f  can be understood as bound 
e i t h e r  by John o r  by 5711. ( i i i )  invo lves  both an AN-chain and a 
Vbl-chain. Given t h a t  both b indings are possib le,  ( i i i )  shows t h a t  
reconst ruc t ion  i s  no t  l i m i t e d  t o  the  v a r i a b l e  p o s i t i o n  bu t  a l so  
occurs I n t o  the  t r a c e  o f  t he  AN-chain. 
29. We have added French examples t o  show t h a t  t he  phenomena under 
d iscussion are not  l i m i t e d  t o  Engl ish. 
t he  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  the  pronoun t o  have a  bound reading i n  t h i s  case 
i s  due t o  the  lack  o f  c-command and no t  t o  WCO. But examples o f  t he  
type given i n  (62) and (63) show t h a t  t h i s  view i s  t oo  simple. 
(62) [[Which parent o f  each g i r l i ]  [ t k  brought her to  schoo l ] ]  
I n  (62), j u s t  as i n  ( 6 1 ) ,  the  QNP does not  c-command the  pronoun. I n  
t h i s  case, however, a  bound reading i s  possib le.  S i m i l a r l y ,  note t h a t  
when an NP which conta ins a QNP c-commands a  pronoun and i s  c l e a r l y  i n  
an A-posi t ion under the  LGB d e f i n i t i o n  o r  i n  a  [+HR] p o s i t i o n  i n  our  
view, b ind ing  o f  the  pronominal by the  QNP i s  possib le,  even though 
the  QNP does not  d i r e c t l y  c-command t h e  pronoun. 
(63) The wedding p i c t u r e  o f  each b r i d e  was given t o  her  mother. 
We can conclude from the  grarnmatical i ty o f  (62) and (63) t h a t  t he  
i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  b ind ing  the  pronoun i n  (61) i s  no t  due t o  the  lack  o f  
d i r e c t  c-command o f  the  pronoun by the  QNP. I n  o ther  words, i t  i s  no t  
t he  f a c t  t h a t  the  QNP i s  embedded i n  another cons t i t uen t  which 
prevents the  bound reading o f  the  pronominal i n  (611.  
As we have seen i n  (57), reconst ruc t ion  i s  poss ib le  f o r  Vbl-chains. 
Le t  us suppose t h a t  reconst ruc t ion  app l ies  t o  (61);  a  p l a u s i b l e  
s t r u c t u r e  would be as i n  (64) ( i r r e l e v a n t  d e t a i l s  onimitted): 
(64) [ t k  [ h e n  mother[ p re fe rs  [which p i c t u r e  o f  each g i r l ] k ] ]  130 
----------- 
30. Recal l  t h a t  we are assuming lower ing here f o r  expos i to ry  reasons. 
I n  s t r u c t u r e  (64),  t k  v i o l a t e s  the  ECP, bu t  a  more soph is t i ca ted  
ana lys is  o f  reconst ruc t ion  (such as "chain b ind ing"  as i n  (Barss 
1986)) cou ld  e a s i l y  get around t h i s  problem. We are thus 
consider ing t h i s  as an i r r e l e v a n t  f a c t o r  t o  t he  present 
d iscussion.  
Subsequent r a i s i n g  o f  the  q u a n t i f i e r  from i n s i d e  the  reconstructed 
cons t i t uen t  by QR w i l l  lead t o  a  standard conf igura t ion  f o r  a WCO 
v i o l a t i o n ,  as i n  (65): 
(65) [ t k [  each g i r l i  [ h e n  mother p r e f e r s  [which p i c t u r e  o f  t i ] k ]  
Thus, one way o f  account ing f o r  the  ungrammatical i ty o f  examples o f  
t h e  type o f  (61) i s  t o  assume t h a t  reconst ruc t ion  has app l ied  t o  Vbl- 
chains: i f  so, the  in termediate s t ruc tu res  (64) and (65) w i l l  be 
constructed, and QR w i l l  lead t o  WC0.31 
Turning now t o  AN-chains, we observe t h a t  reconst ruc t ion  does no t  have 
the  same proper ty  w r t  weak-crossover as i t  does f o r  Vbl-chains. 
Consider again an example o f  psych-verbs, t h i s  t im's w i t h  an NP 
con ta in ing  a  QNP: 
(66)[The wedding p i c t u r e  o f  each b r i d e i l k  annoys her  mother t k  . 
If cases o f  AN-chain reconst ruc t ion  were p a r a l l e l  t o  cases o f  Vbl- 
chain reconst ruc t ion ,  we would expect (66) t o  induce a WCO v i o l a t i o n  
cont rary  t o  f a c t .  Suppose t h a t  reconst ruc t ion  app l i es  p u t t i n g  the  NP 
con ta in ing  t h e  QNP back i n  i t s  D-st ructure p o s i t i o n .  I n  t h i s  case, we 
----------- 
31. Such an account does not ,  however, s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  p r e d i c t  t he  
grammat ica l i ty  o f  (62).  Reconstruct ion o f  t he  WH-constituent i n  
t h i s  case w i l l  c rea te  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  ( i ) ,  and subsequent r a i s i n g  
o f  the  QNP, the  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (11): 
(1)  [ t k  [which parent o f  each g i r l  brought her  t o  ~ i c h o o l ]  
( i  i) [ t k  [each g i  r l i  [which parent ti brought her  t o  school?]  
I n  ( i i ) ,  the  va r iab le  ti l e f t  by QR does not  c-command the  pronoun 
but ,  as i nd i ca ted  i n  (62), the  bound reading i s  possib le.  We leave 
t h i s  problem open. 
would expect the  q u a n t i f i e r  t o  r a i s e  out  o f  t he  reconstructed NP t o  
take scope over i t  a t  LF.32 
(67) [each b r i d e i  [ t k  [annoys t h e  wedding p i c t u r e  ti 1 x 1  he r i  mother ] I  
Rais ing o f  t he  q u a n t i f i e r  by QR, however, would create t h e  
con f igu ra t i on  f o r  a WCO v i o l a t i o n :  consequently, we would expect 
examples o f  t h e  type i n  (66) t o  be as marginal as examples such as 
(60). This expectat ion i s  incor rec t :  (66) i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e t t e r  than 
both (60) and (61). The grammatical i ty o f  (66) show:; t h a t  al though AN- 
chains permi t  reconst ruc t ion  (so as t o  a l low the  b ind ing o f  an anaphor 
as i n  (58)) ,  reconst ruc t ion  i s  not  ob l i ga to ry ,  since it does not  apply 
i n  cases where i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n  could lead t o  conf igura t ions  o f  WCO 
v i o l a t i o n s .  There are, o f  course, several ways o f  i n t e r p r e t i n g  t h i s  
f a c t ;  our purpose, however, i s  no t  t o  g i ve  an account o f  t h i s  
d i s t i n c t i o n  but  simply t o  show t h a t  i t  does d i s t i n g u i s h  AN-chains from 
Vbl-chains. Other more c l a s s i c  cases o f  AN-chains a l so  show t h e  
absence o f  WCO e f fec ts :  
(68 1 
a. The wedding p i c t u r e  o f  each b r i d e i  seems t o  he r i  t o  be b e a u t i f u l  
b. La photo de mariage de chaque f i l l e i  l u i i  semble magnifique 
c. The baby p i c t u r e  o f  each mani s t r i k e s  himi as r i d i c u l o u s  
----------- 
32. Although we have assumed here a lowering vers ion  o f  reconst ruc t ion  
f o r  expos i to ry  reasons, the  problem ra ised here i s  no t  p a r t i c u l a r  
t o  such an approach. I n  a "chain-binding" view ( c f .  Barss (1986)) 
t h e  issue would be t o  ensure t h a t  t h e  chain c r m t e d  by a-WH- 
movement, al though p e r m i t t i n g  anaphoric b inding,  no t  permi t  WCO 
repa i r ,  wh i le  an AN-chain does. 
To summarize, i t  appears t h a t  reconst ruc t ion  w i t h  Vbl-chains has two 
e f f e c t s :  1)  i t al lows an S-st ructure v i o l a t i o n  t o  be overcome, as i n  
the  case o f  r e f l e x i v e  b inding,  bu t  2 )  i n  cases suc'h as (61) i t  leads 
t o  a  WCO v i o l a t i o n .  Roughly speaking, i t  appears t h a t  Vbl-chains are 
sub jec t  both t o  the  "good" e f f e c t s  and the  "bad" e f f e c t s  o f  
reconst ruc t ion .  AN-chains, on the  o ther  hand, enjoy on l y  t he  "good" 
e f f e c t s  o f  reconst ruc t ion :  they permi t  anaphoric recons t ruc t i on  bu t  do 
no t  c rea te  s t ruc tu res  which lead t o  WCO v i o l a t i o n s 3 3  
With t h i s  i n  mind, l e t  us now r e t u r n  t o  the  case csf Japanese 
scrambling. We have seen t h a t  Japanese scrambling induces 
reconst ruc t ion  e f f e c t s ,  s ince i t  a l lows a  pronominal o r  an anaphor t o  
be bound by a  non-c-commanding NP o r  QP (See example ( 5 4 )  above).But 
we a l so  know independently t h a t  scrambling does no t  c rea te  WCO 
v i o l a t i o n s ,  and t h a t  i n  f a c t  i t  r e p a i r s  them. Thus, scrambling shows 
p rope r t i es  o f  reconst ruc t ion  t h a t  a re  p a r a l l e l  t o  cases o f  AN-chain 
33. Add i t i ona l  evidence o f  t he  assymetry w r t  reconst ruc t ion  p rope r t i es  
o f  AN-chains vs Vbl-chains have been given by Chomsky (1989) i n  
c lass.  Chomsky notes t h a t  An-chains and Vbl-chains d i f f e r s  i n  
t h e i r  reconst ruc t ion  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  w r t  p r i n c i p l e  C o f  t he  Binding 
theory.  Cruc ia l  examples are given below: 
(1) *Which p i c t u r e  o f  Johni does hei l i k e  
(11) These p i c t u r e s  o f  John seem t o  himi t o  be r i d i c u l o u s ,  
( i i i )  These p i c t u r e s  o f  Johni annoy himi 
He observes t h a t  Vbl-chains " reconst ruc t "  p r i n c i p l e  C v i o l a t i o n s  
wh i l e  AN-chain do not .  These jugements seems t o  us l ess  c l e a r  i n  
French, where t o  our  ears, coreference w i t h  AN-chains i s  no t  very 
good, al though the  s e v e r i t y  o f  t h e  ungranunatical i ty i s  no t  as 
s t rong as w i t h  Vbl-chain. 
( i v )  *Quel le photo de Jeani e s t  ce q u ' i l i  aime 
?? Ces photos de Jeani 1u i  semblent & r e  r i d i c u l e s  
?? Ces photos de Jeani l u i i  depla isent .  
We have no suggestion as t o  why t h i s  should be the  case. 
reconst ruc t ion :  reconst ruc t ion  w i t h  scrambling on ly  l icenses the  
"good" e f f e c t s  o f  reconst ruc t ion ,  t h a t  i s ,  reconst ruc t ion  e f f e c t s  t h a t  
permi t  the  s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  cond i t i on  A o f  the  Binding theory. 
Consequently, f a c t s  about reconst ruc t ion ,  ra the r  than conf i rming the  
Vbl-chain s ta tus  o f  scrambling, r e i n f o r c e  t h e  hypothesis t h a t  Japanese 
. 
scrambling has p rope r i t es  o f  AN-chain, a l l ow ing  "good" cases o f  
reconst ruc t ion  (anaphori c  reconst ruc t  ion)  and not  f o r c i n g  "bad" cases 
(WCO v i o l a t i o n s ) .  These fac ts  thus c o n s t i t u t e  an ar~gument t h a t  
scrambling i n  Japanese may advantageously be analyzed i n  p a r a l l e l  w i t h  
H ind i  scrambling as an instance of an AN-chain i n v o l v i n g  movement t o  
t h e  Spec o f  in termediate func t i ona l   projection^.^^ 
34. There i s  an apparent problem f o r  the  hypothesis t h a t  scrambling i s  
an instance o f  AN-chain: 
Consider t he  f o l l o w i n g  example: 
( i)*Mary-ga ka re i -n i  [Johni-no sensei]-o shooka is i ta  
Mary in t roduced t o  him John's teacher 
( 1 )  shows a s t r a i g h  p r i n c i p l e  C v i o l a t i o n :  t he  pronoun c-commands 
John. The passive vers ion,  however, shows no s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  
p r i n c i p l e  C. 
( 1  1) ? [John-noi sensei I-ga kare i  -n i  ti shookaisanet a 
John's teacher t o  him was in t roduced 
But a t  l e a s t  f o r  some speakers, t he  equ iva len t  c f  (1 )  w i t h  
scrambling i s  worse than ( i i )  w i t h  passive: 
( i i i ) ? ?  [John-no sensei]-o Mary-ga kare-ni t shooka is i ta  
John's teacher Mary t o  him introduced 
Th is  shows, i f  the  judgment holds, t h a t  t he re  i s  some d i f f e r e n c e  
between passive Cases o f  AN-chains and scrambling.(As repor ted by 
Tada H i roak i  (pc) ,  speakers disagree on the  judgment. Hajime H o j i  
(pc)  f i nds  t h i s  sentence acceptable and so does Mamoru S a i t o  
(PC)) .  This  could poss ib ly  be due t o  Case; (ii), i n  the  
t r a d i t i o n a l  view, must i nvo l ve  movement t o  a [+Case] pos i t i on .  
This  i s  may not  be the  case f o r  (111). P laus ib l y  t h i s  may be what 
comes i n t o  p lay  here. ( i i i )  does not  seem t o  be a s t r a i g h t  case o f  
a p r i n c i p l e  C v i o l a t i o n ,  s ince it con t ras ts  w i t h  (i), i .e  i t  i s  
s l i g h t l y  b e t t e r  than ( 1 ) .  
3.2.2.2 Vbl-chains vs. AN-chains: recons t ruc t i on  w r t  Proper B ind ing  
A second c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  reconst ruc t ion  i n  AN- versus Vbl-chains 
leads t o  a s i m i l a r  conclusion. I t  has been noted by S a i t o  (1986) t h a t  
t r a c e  b ind ing  and o v e r t  anaphor o r  pronominal b ind ing  behave 
d i f f e r e n t l y  w r t  reconst ruc t ion  e f f e c t s .  Adopting the  view on 
reconst ruc t ion  proposed by Barss (1984) (1986) i n  terms of cha in  
b inding,  Saito(1986) expresses the  observed d i f f e r e n c e  between o v e r t  
anaphors and t races  as fo l l ows :  
(69) a.Anaphors must be chain-bound ( i n  a domain X )  
b.Traces must be bound (Fiengo (1977) (May 1'377)) 
I n  o ther  words, wh i l e  i t  i s  posss ib le  f o r  an anaphor t o  be connected 
t o  a non-c-commanding antecedent through chain-binding o r  
reconst ruc t ion ,  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  no t  open f o r  t races.  Traces must 
meet a s t r i c t e r  cond i t ion :  they must be c-commanded by t h e i r  
antecedent. S a i t o  (1986) def ines chain b ind ing  as Follows: 
----------- 
Note t h a t  i f  p r i n c i p l e  C app l ies  a t  D-st ructure,  as suggested by 
Lebeaux (1988), then a l l  these sentences should be excluded. Thus 
t h i s  paradigm c o n s t i t u t e s  an argument against  .ebeaux's view t h a t  
p r i n c i p l e  C app l i es  a t  D-structure. 
S a i t o  (pc) a l so  repo r t s  t h a t  there  are apparent ly  l e x i c a l  
d i f ferences due t o  the  choice o f  predicate.  T ~ I J S ,  t he  Japanese 
equ iva len t  o f  ( i v )  i s  q u i t e  degraded but  t he  Japanese equ iva len t  
. - 
o f  ( v )  1s good. 
( i v ) )  John ' s i  mother hei loves 
(v )  John'si  mother hei ki 1 l e d  
This re in fo rces  t h e  idea t h a t  p r i n c i p l e  C may riot be a t  stake, bu t  
i t  a l so  cas ts  doubts on our suggestion t h a t  Case may be involved. 
Thus ( i v )  remains a puzzle which we leave unsolved. 
(70) X chain-binds Y = d f  X and Y are coindexed, and 
(a )  X c-commands Y,  o r  
(b )  X c-commands a  t r a c e  of Z, where Z = Y o r  Z conta ins Y 
Consider t he  sentence i n  (71).  
(71) Which p i c t u r e s  o f  h imse l f i  does Johni l i k e  
John chain-binds himself since John c-commands the  t race  o f  t he  moved 
WH-phrase which conta ins himself.  But consider t he  f o l  lowing p a i r :  
(72) 
a.??Whoi do you wonder [which p i c t u r e s  o f  t i ] k  John l i k e s  t k  
b.**[Which p i c t u r e  o f  t i l k  do you wonder [whoi John l i k e s  t k  
I n  (72)a., a  WH-element has been ex t rac ted  from i n s i d e  another WH-NP. 
Although the  sentence i s  no t  p e r f e ~ t , ~ ~ i t  i s  f a r  b e t t e r  than (72)b. I n  
(72)a.,  who c-commands i t s  t r a c e  w i t h i n  the  WH-phrase; i n  (72)b, 
however, al though who chain-binds i t s  t r a c e  ti w i t h i n  the  WH-phrase, 
t h a t  i s ,  i t  c-commands the  t race  t k  o f  the  element conta in ing  i t s  
t r a c e  ti , i t does no t  d i r e c t l y  c-command i t s  own t r a c e  ti ; hence the  
severe ungrammatical i ty o f  t h i s  sentence. Abs t rac t ing  away from the  
p a r t i c u l a r  theory o f  reconst ruc t ion  chosen by Sa i to ,  the 
ungrammatical i ty o f  (72 )  shows t h a t  al though reconst ruc t ion  can apply 
t o  Vbl-chains t o  s a t i s f y  the b ind ing  o f  an o v e r t  anaphor, i t  cannot 
apply t o  s a t i s f y  the  b ind ing  o f  a  t raca .  
----------- 
35. S a i t o  a t t r i b u t e s  the  m a r g i n a l i t y  o f  (72)a. t o  a  subjacency 
v i o l a t i o n .  C f .  Sa i to  (1986) f o r  d e t a i l s .  
The quest ion now a r i ses  whether reconst ruc t ion  w i t h  AN-chains shows 
s i m i l a r  e f f e c t s .  Although i t  i s  no t  poss ib le  t o  const ruc t  re levant  
cases o f  AN-chains which conta in  a  gap not  c-commanded by i t s  b inder 
i n  Engl ish, reconst ruc t ion  e f f e c t s  w i t h  AN-chains can be tes ted  i n  
French w i t h  t h e  const ruc t ion  o f  e n - c l i t i c i z a t i o n .  Consider t h e  
paradigm given i n  (73)-(75): 
(73) 
a. (cet te these) Jean en a  rev i se  l e  premier chap i t re  p lus ieu rs  f o i s  
( t h i s  t h e s i s )  John o f  i t  revised the  f i r s t  chapter several t imes 
b . ( ce t te  v o i t u r e )  Les voleurs en ont  casse l a  v i t r e  a r r i e r e  
( t h i s  car)  The robbers have o f  i t  broken the  rear  window 
c.(ce devo i r )  P i e r r e  en a  c o r r i g e  avec s o i n  I e  de rn ie r  exerc ice 
( t h i s  homework) Peter  o f  i t  corrected c a r e f u l l y  the  l a s t  chapter 
d.(son oeuvre) Marie v i e n t  d'en r e l i r e  super f ic ie l lement  
l e s  premieres 6preuves 
(her  work) Mary o f  i t  j u s t  proofread s u p e r f i c i a l l y  t h e  f i r s t  d r a f t  
( 7 4 )  
AN-chains: 
a. Le premier chap i t re  en a  6 t 4  rev i se  p lus ieu rs  f o i s  
The f i r s t  chapter o f  i t  was rev ised several t imes 
b. La v i t r e  a r r i 6 r e  en a  6 t6  cass6e 
The rear  window o f  i t  was broken 
c. Le de rn ie r  exerc ice en a  6 t h  ~ 0 r r i g 6  avec s o i n  
The l a s t  exerc ice o f  i t  was co r rec t  c a r e f u l l y  
d. Les premieres 6preuves en ont  6 t 6  re lues  super f i c ie l l emen t  
the  f i r s t  p r i n t s  o f  i t  were proofread s u p p e r f i c i a l l y  
a. *quel chap i t re  c r o i s - t u  que Jean en a  rev ise  p lus ieu rs  f o i s  
which chapter do you be l ieve t h a t  John o f  it rev ised several t imes 
b. *que l le  v i t r e  as-tu d i t  que l e s  voleurs en ont  cass6 
which window d i d  you say t h a t  o f  i t  were broken 
c. *quel exerc ice c r o i s - t u  que P i e r r e  en a  c o r r i g 6  avec s o i n  
which exerc ice do you be l i eve  t h a t  Peter of i t  corrected w i t h  care 
d. *quel les 6preuves c r o i s - t u  que Marie en a  r e l u  super f ic ie l lement  
which p r i n t i n g  do you be l i eve  t h a t  Mary o f  it road s ~ p e r f i c i a l l y ~ ~  
(73) i s  a  regu la r  case of e n - c l i t i c i z a t i o n .  The c l i t i c  en has been 
ex t rac ted  from an ob jec t  NP and c-commands i t s  trace!. The schematized 
s t r u c t u r e  o f  ( 7 3 )  1s given i n  (76):  
(74) i s  a  c l a s s i c  case o f  t he  phenomenon which was o r i g i n a l l y  termed 
'EN-avant" by N ico las  Ruwet (1982) .  The D-st ructure ob jec t  NP which 
conta ins the  t r a c e  o f  t he  ex t rac ted  c l i t i c  has been ra i sed  t o  the  
ex te rna l  sub jec t  p o s i t i o n  through passive, an instance o f  an AN- 
chain.37 The schematized s t r u c t u r e  o f  (74) i s  given i n  (77): 
----------- 
36. I n c i d e n t a l l y ,  s i m i l a r  p rope r t i es  o f  e ~ c l i t i c i z a t i o n  are  found i n  
Catalan. The fo l l ow ing  paradigm i l l u s t r a t e s  these fac ts :  
( i )  En Joan n'ha c o r r e g i t  e l  pr imer c a p i t o l  
John o f  i t  has c o r r e c t  the  f i r s t  chapter 
( i i )  ? e l  pr imer c a p i t o l  n 'ha e s t a t  c o r r e g i t  
The f i r s t  chapter o f  i t has been cor rec ted  
n'ha e s t a t  c o r r e g i t  e l  pr imer c a p i t o l  
( i n )  * qu in  c a p i t o l  creus n'ha e s t a t  c o r r e g i t  
( v i )  ??quin c a p i t o l  n 'ha c o r r e g i t  
which chapter o f  i t have you cor rec ted  
37. The phenomenon o f  EN-avant seems t o  pose a  problem f o r  t h e  VP- 
i n t e r n a l  sub jec t  hypothesis. Indeed, one o f  t he  p a r t i c u l a r i t i e s  o f  
EN-avant i s  t h a t  i t  i s  on ly  poss ib le  w i t h  der ived subjects.  
Consider the p a i r  i n  ( 1 ) :  
(1)  a . ( ce t te  en t rep r i se )  Le patron en a  6 t 6  renvoy6 
( t h i s  company), t h e  boss o f  i t  was l a i d  o f f  
b . * (ce t te  en t rep r i se )  t he  patron en a  renvoye 100 employes 
( t h i s  company) t he  boss of i t  l a i d  o f f  100 employees. 
This  i s  a  problem f o r  the  VP-internal hypothesis because under 
t h i s  view a l l  sub jec ts  are i n  a sense "der ived".  The approach t o  
ECP t h a t  we propose i n  the  next chapter,  however, a l lows us t o  
capture the  d i s t i n c t i o n  c o r r e c t l y .  I t  has been argued by 
Logombardi and G io rg i  (1989) and Torrego ( for thcoming)  t h a t  
e x t r a c t i o n  out  o f  NP must proceed through the  Spec o f  NP ( o r  DP, 
the  d i f f e r e n c e  being i r r e l e v a n t  f o r  our purposes,~. I n  t h e  next  
The examples i n  (74)  are pe r f ec t l y  grammatical, although i t  appears 
t ha t  t h e i r  s t ruc ture  v io la tes  the requirement t ha t  a  t race cannot be 
j u s t  chain-bound but  must be bound. The s t ruc ture  (77) i s  p a r a l l e l  t o  
the s t ruc ture  o f  examples such as (72)b. I n  t h i s  case as wel l ,  the 
t race o f  an extracted NP i s  not c-commanded by i t s  antecedent. But 
( 7 7 )  i s  pe r f ec t l y  grammatical, as opposed t o  the ungrammatical (72). 
F i na l l y ,  l e t  us consider the s t ruc tu re  o f  examples such as (75): 
The essent ia l  d i f fe rence between the s t ruc ture  i n  (77)  and the 
s t ruc ture  i n  (78)  i s  the pos i t i on  o f  the const i tuent  contain ing the 
----------- 
chapter we propose a theory o f  ECP which requires both antecedent 
government and head government o f  a  t race t o  be sa t i s f i ed .  I f  
passage through Spec NP i s  ob l igatory ,  we then get an a l t e rna t i ng  
r i g h t  branch-left  branch ex t rac t ion  when the NP i s  i n  "ob ject "  
pos i t i on  o r  i n  "subject"  pos i t i on  w i t h i n  the VP. From our 
d e f i n i t i o n  o f  head government (see Chapter I V  sect ion 4 . 3 ) ,  i t  
fo l lows tha t  a  t race i n  the Spec o f  NP when an NP i s  i n  a l e f t  
branch w i l l  not be able t o  be proper ly head-governed. Thus, the 
t race o f  en i n  the Spec o f  an NP i n  subject pos i t i on  w i l l  not be 
proper ly head-governed by the verb o r  by the upper head, since the 
t race i s  included i n  the maximal p ro jec t ion  o f  NP. I n  our view, 
the Spec o f  NP i s  a  [ t H R ]  pos i t ion,  a  pos i t i on  i n  which, we argue, 
t races never delete. I t  fo l lows from t h i s  hypothesis t h a t  t race i n  
Spec NP w i l l  v i o l a te  the ECP. This i s  not the case w i t h  the t race 
o f  an NP i n  object  pos i t ion,  which can be proper ly head-governed 
by the verb. This co r rec t l y  pred ic ts  t h a t  en ex t rac t ion  i s  only 
possible from a D-structure object  pos i t i on  even i n  a  model where 
a l l  subjects are "derived". 
38. That the greater distance between the moved NP i n  (75) and the 
moved NP i n  (74) i s  not relevant i s  shown by the grammatlcality o f  
the fo l low ing  example: 
( i )  Les premieres 6preuves semblent en avo i r  6 t6  corr ig6es avec soin. 
The f i r s t  p r i n t s  seems o f  i t t o  have been corrected w i t h  care 
See Ruwet (1982) f o r  f u r t he r  examples. 
t r a c e  and consequently the  type o f  chain created by t h e  movement. I n  
(77) the  chain between NPk and t k  i s  an AN-chain wh i le  i n  (78) t he  
chain (NPk, t k )  i s  a Vbl-chain. The s t r u c t u r e  i n  (77)  creates 
grammatical examples, wh i l e  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  (78) creates ungrammatical 
examples, al though i n  both cases t h e  t race  ti contained w i t h i n  t h e  NP 
. 
i s  not  c-commanded by i t s  antecedent. The d i f f e rence  between the  two 
s t ruc tu res  must then be a d i f f e rence  w r t  t he  type o f  chain involved. 
Desc r ip t i ve l y  speaking, we could say t h a t  (77) and (78) d i f f e r  w i t h  
respect t o  reconstruct ion:  as c o r r e c t l y  observed by Sa i to ,  Vbl-chain 
reconst ruc t ion  does not  make the  proper b ind ing o f  a t race  possible, 
hence the  ungrammatical i ty o f  (78). Su rp r i s ing l y ,  though, AN-chain 
reconst ruc t ion  seems t o  pa t te rn  d i f f e r e n t l y  w i t h  reg'ard t o  t h i s  
property;  i t  al lows t h e  b ind ing o f  a t race  t o  be s a t i s f i e d .  An account 
o f  t h i s  i n t r i g u i n g  proper ty  o f  reconst ruc t ion  w i t h  respect t o  t h e  
proper b ind ing o f  a t race  i s  beyond the  scope of t h i s  d i sse r ta t i on .  
What i s  o f  i n t e r e s t  f o r  our present d iscussion i s  t h a t  t h i s  d i f f e rence  
i n  t h e  p roper t i es  o f  reconst ruc t ion  d is t ingu ishes AN-chains from Vbl- 
chains. 
As noted by S a i t o  (1986), Japanese scrambling seems t,o mani fest  i n  
c e r t a i n  cases t h e  reconst ruc t ion  property o f  AN-chairs. Sa i to  (1986) 
argues t h a t  scrambling can be f r e e l y  undone a t  LF, thus p e r m i t t i n g  a 
non-c-commanded t race  contained i n  a cons t i t uen t  moved by scrambling 
t o  be proper ly  bound a t  LF a f t e r  reconstruct ion.  I f  t h i s  i s  co r rec t ,  
t h i s  provides again an argument t h a t  scrambling has p roper t i es  o f  AN- 
chains. Consider t h e  f o l l o w i n g  examples: 
(79) 
John-ga dono hon-o tosyokan-kara k a r i d a s i t a ]  t o ]  
omo t te i ru l  ka] s i r i t a g a t t e i r u ]  ko to  
[IP Mary-nom [ C P  [IP all-nom [ C P  John-nom which 
book-acc l i b ra ry - f rom checked o u t ]  Compl t h i n k  IQ] want-to-know] 
([Mary wants t o  know [Q [everyone t h i n k s  [ t h a t  John checked out  
which book from the  1 i b r a r y ] l l I )  
p- 
~.??[ IP  [cpJohn-ga dono hon-o tosyokan-kara 
k a r i d a s i t a ]  tali [IF Mary-ga [ C P  [iprninna-ga 
ti omottei  r u ]  ka] s i  r i  t a g a t t e i  r u ]  ] ko to  
[That John checked out  which book from the  l i b r a r y l i ,  Mary wants 
t o  know [Qleveryone t h i n k s  t i ]  
(79).b i s  der ived from (791.a by scrambling the  most deeply embedded 
CP t o  the  i n i t i a l  p o s i t i o n .  The scrambled CP conta ins the WH-phrase 
which book, which f i n d s  i t s e l f  out o f  t he  c-command domain o f  t he  
Spec, CP, t o  which i t  moves a t  LF so as t o  take scope, namely the  
p o s i t i o n  marked by the  i n t e r r o g a t i v e  morpheme ka. (79)b. i s  marginal 
bu t  no t  excluded, according t o  Sa i to .  Moreover, i t  1s b e t t e r  than 
c l e a r  cases i n  which the  proper b ind ing  cond i t i on  i s  v i o l a t e d  (see 
S a i t o  (1986) f o r  examples). 
The S-st ructure o f  ( 7 9 ) b .  1s the  fo l low ing:  
A t  LF the  i n - s i t u  WH-phrase must move t o  the  Spec, CP conta in ing  the  Q 
morpheme. The s t r u c t u r e  w i l l  be as fo l l ows :  
I n  (81) ,  t k  i s  no t  c-commanded by i t s  antecedent, t he  WH-phrase, which 
has moved t o  the  p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  Q morphememe i n  Â¥':h COMP o f  the  
embedded sentence. Thus, t k  i s  no t  p rope r l y  bound; but,  as noted by 
Sa i to  and cont rary  t o  expectat ion,  t h e  sentence 1s l o t  excluded. 
Saito(1986) argues t h a t  (79)b. shows t h a t  scrambling can be f r e e l y  
undone a t  LF, thus a l l ow ing  the  unbound t r a c e  t o  become p rope r l y  
bound. I f  so, the  LF s t r u c t u r e  o f  (79)b. i s  no t  ( 8 1 ) ,  but  ra the r  (77): 
I n  (77), the  scrambled element has been put  back i n t o  place, and as a  
r e s u l t  t k  i s  now c-commanded by i t s  antecedent WHk. Whatever t he  
c o r r e c t  ana lys is  o f  t h i s  paradigm, the  p o i n t  o f  i n t e r e s t  f o r  our 
present d iscussion i s  t o  note t h a t  reconst ruc t ion  w-" th scrambling 
manifests the  proper ty  o f  reconst ruc t ion  which we have h i t h e r t o  found 
t o  be poss ib le  on ly  w i t h  AN-chains: it al lows proper b ind ing  o f  a  
t r a c e  t o  be s a t i s f i e d .  This  p roper ty  o f  scrambling prov ides an 
argument support ing the  hypothesis t h a t  srambl ing i s  a  type o f  AN- 
chain which invo lves  i n  our terms movement t o  a  [+HE1 p o s i t i o n .  
S a i t o  ( 1 9 8 6 )  speculates t h a t  t h i s  p e c u l i a r  proper ty  o f  scrambling i s  
r e l a t e d  t o  the  f a c t  t h a t  u n l i k e  WH-movement o r  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  i n  
Engl ish, the  p o s i t i o n  o f  a  scrambled element i s  not  a "scope" 
p o s i t i o n .  That i s ,  t he  scrambled element does not  have t o  take scope 
a t  i t s  S-st ructure landing s i t e  (a l though i t  can), u n l i k e  a moved 
t o p i c  o r  a  moved WH-element, which must take scope ii Engl ish  a t  i t s  
S-st ructure land ing  s i t e  o r  h igher  bu t  cannot have a  "lowered" 
reading. Consider f o r  instance the  f o l l o w i n g  paradigm: 
a. John sa id  t h a t  t h i s  book, Mary bought 
b. t h i s  book, John s a i d  Mary bought 
Assuming a c o n t r a s t i v e  reading o f  t he  t o p i c a l i z e d  NP, we can tease out  
some d i f f e rences  i n  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  (82)a. and (82)b. 
I n  (82)a., the  t o p i c  has ambiguous scope w i t h  respect t o  t h e  ma t r i x  
predicate.  The narrow scope reading can be understood as a c o r r e c t i o n  
o f  John's ut terance.  John was mistaken i n  the  r e p o r t  he made o f  Mary's 
act ions.  A poss ib le  paraphrase would be : 
(83) 
John s a i d  t h a t  i t  was t h i s  book (and no t  t h a t  one ) t h a t  Mary bought 
The wide scope reading, on the  o ther  hand, i s  a c o r r e c t i o n  o f  t he  
speaker's ut terance.  That i s ,  t he  speaker made a mistake i n  r e p o r t i n g  
John's ut terance,  no t  John i n  r e p o r t i n g  Mary's act ions.  Th i s  reading 
could be paraphrased as fo l l ows :  
(84) It was t h i s  book t h a t  John sa id  t h a t  Mary bought 
I n  (82)b., however, t he  t o p i c  may on ly  have a wide scope reading. The 
scope of the  t o p i c  i s  determined by i t s  S-s t ruc turs  p o s i t i o n  i n  (82)b 
and cannot be "lowered" t o  the  l o c a t i o n  o f  the  o r i g i n a l  t r ace .  
As discussed by H o j i  (1985), f o l l o w i n g  Kuroda (19713), scrambling i n  
Japanese opens up new scope possi b i  1  i t i e s .  I t  was noted by Kuroda 
(1970) t h a t  sentences such as (85) below d i f f e r  from sentences such as 
(86)  w i t h  respect t o  t h e i r  scope p o s s i b i l i t i e s :  
(85) 
Daremo-ga dareka-o a i s i t e i r u  
everyone someone loves 
Everyone loves someone 
(86) 
Dareka-o daremo-ga a i s i t e i r u  
someone everyone loves 
Someone, everyone loves 
I n  (85), t h e  un iversa l  q u a n t i f i e r  takes o b l i g a t o r i l y  wide scope over 
t h e  e x i s t e n t i a l  q u a n t i f i e r .  (86), on the  o ther  hand, i s  ambiguous, 
a l l ow ing  both q u a n t i f i e r s  t o  take e i t h e r  scope. Hoj' i( l985) formulates 
the  f o l l o w i n g  d e s c r i p t i v e  general izat ion:  
(87) a.When two q u a n t i f i e r s  are i n  t h e i ;  D-structure pos i t i ons  
a t  S-structure, t h e  q u a n t i f i e d  NP t h a t  c-commands the  o ther  
takes wide scope w i t h  respect t o  the  o ther .  
b.When a  q u a n t i f i e d  NP i s  proposed over another q u a n t i f i e d  
?'<P,the scope i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  ambiguous. 
Note t h a t  al though scrambling a l lows a  q u a n t i f i e r  t o  have wider scope, 
i t  does not  r e s t r i c t  i t  t o  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y .  Desc r ip t i ve l y  speaking, 
i t  appears t h a t  a  scrambled q u a n t i f i e r  can take scope e i t h e r  i n  i t  
sur face p o s i t i o n  o r  i n  i t s  D-structure pos i t i on .  Th is  f a c t  i s  very 
reminiscent o f  t he  scope o f  q u a n t i f i e r s  i n  AN-chains. I t  has been 
noted by May (1977?) t h a t  i n  Rais ing const ruc t ions ,  .a q u a n t i f i e r  can 
be in te rp re ted  e i t h e r  i n  i t s  S-st ructure p o s i t i o n  o r  i n  i t s  D- 
s t r u c t u r e  pos i t i on .  This phenomenon i s  known i n  the  ' l i t e r a t u r e  as 
" q u a n t i f i e r  lowering". Consider the  f o l l o w i n g  c l a s s i c  example: 
(88) A man seems t o  be i n  the  garden 
(88) has two poss ib le  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  which are roughly t r a n s l a t a b l e  
by the  f o l l o w i n g  paraphrases: 
(89) a. There i s  a  man t h a t  seems t o  be i n  the  garden 
b. I t  seems t h a t  a man i s  i n  the  garden 
I t  i s  a  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  AN-chains t h a t  they permi t  Q-lowering. As we 
saw above, i t  i s  no t  poss ib le  f o r  a  t o p i c  be i n t e r p r e t e d  w i t h  narrow 
scope i n  (82)b. Here again, we observe t h a t  scrambling and AN-chains 
share t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c .  
To summarize b r i e f l y :  I n  t h i s  sec t i on  we have shown t h a t  scrambling 
and AN-chains are s i m i l a r  w i t h  regard t o  t h e i r  reconst ruc t ion  
p rope r t i es .  Both types o f  chains a l low an unbound t race  t o  be p rope r l y  
bound a t  LF through reconst ruc t ion .  As has been argued by Saito(1986), 
t h i s  p o s s i b l i t y  i s  no t  open f o r  Vbl-chains. I n  S a i t o ' s  view, which I 
be l i eve  t o  be on the  r i g h t  t r a c k ,  t h i s  p roper ty  o f  reconst ruc t ion  i s  
connected t o  the  scopal p rope r t i es  of chains. D e s c r i p t i v e l y ,  t he  scope 
o f  a WH-phrase o r  o f  a  t o p i c a l i z e d  NP t h a t  has undergone s y n t a c t i c  
movement i s  determined by i t s  S-st ructure p o s i t i o n  ( I t  can take scope 
i n  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  o r  h igher  but  no t  lower).  This  i s  no t  t r u e ,  however, 
f o r  e i t h e r  scrambling o r  NP-movement: both a l lows (3-lowering from 
t h e i r  S-st ructure p o s i t i o n .  This  s i m i l a r i t y  between scrambling and AN- 
chains prov ides an add i t i ona l  argument i n  support o f  t he  hypothesis 
t h a t  scrambling i s  an instance of AN-chain i n v o l v i n g  movement t o  a 
[+HR] p o s i t i o n .  
This hypothesis i s  confirmed by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  b ind ing  o f  an anaphor 
from a scrambled p o s i t i o n  i s  marg ina l ly  possib le.  W e  f i n d  here cases 
which p a r a l l e l  the H ind i  f ac t s .  Consider the  fo l low- ing examples: 
(90) 
a.*[zibun-noi[kenkoo zyoo ta i l l - ga  zetuboo-ni John-oi 
[ se l  f-gen phys ica l  cond i t i on ]  nom despai r John 
o i  y a t t a  
drove 
b. ? J o h n - ~ i  [ z i  bun-noi [ kenkoo zyoota i  I 1-ga ti zetubc~o-ni 
John [ sel f -gen phys ica l  cond i t i on ]  nom despai r 
o i  y a t t a  
drove 
John, h i s  physical  cond i t i on  drove t o  despair  
Th is  example i s  somewhat except ional ,  s ince it invo lves  a pysch- 
verb39. Other examples w i t h  the  anaphor zibun are  usua l l y  no t  very 
good, because zibun i s  a s t r i c t l y  subject -or iented anaphor f o r  most 
speakers. Subject o r i e n t a t i o n  i s  no t  as s t r i c t  w i t h  rec ip roca ls ,  
however, so examples of t he  type given i n  (91 )  show a c l e a r  constrast .  
(91  
a. * [otagai-no hahaoyal-ga [John t o  Mary]-o k i  r a t t e  i r u  
eachother's mother John & Mary hates 
Eachother's mother hate John & Mary 
b. ? [John t o  Mary]-o [otagai-no hahaoyal-ga k i r a t t e - r u  
John & Mary, eachother 's mother hates 
The c r e a t i o n  o f  new b ind ing  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  a f t e r  scrambling suggests 
t h a t  the  landing s i t e  o f  t h i s  movement must be a p o s t i t i o n  from which 
----------- 
39. I f  t h i s  case i s  a psych verb cons t ruc t ion ,  it on ly  p a r t i a l l y  
supports our p o i n t .  This  example i s  given as good: 
Zibuni ga Mari-ni  karakow-rare-ta ko to  ga Zyoni-o zetubbo-e 
o i y a t t a .  See p97 Masayoshi Shibatani  Japanese syntax. 
anaphor b ind ing  i s  possib le,  i . e . ,  an A-posi t ion i n  LGB terminology, 
and a [+HR] p o s i t i o n  i n  our view.40 
3.2.2.4 Numeral q u a n t i f i e r s  
Add i t iona l  support f o r  the  hypothesis t h a t  scrambling i n  Japanese 
creates AN-chains and invo lves  movement t o  a [ t H R ]  p o s i t i o n  comes from 
the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  numeral q u a n t i f i e r s  i n  Japanese. Numeral 
q u a n t i f i e r s  can be separated from the  NP they modify:  consider  the  
p a i r  i n  (92) :  
(92) 
a.[3-nin-no gakuseil-ga k i t a  
three-cl-Gen students came 
Three students came 
b. Gakusei-ga 3-nin k i t a  
Students th ree-c l  came. 
Three students came 
I n  (92)a.,  the  numeral three, which i s  i n f l e c t e d  k i t h  an appropr ia te  
c l a s s i f i e r ,  occurs w i t h i n  the  sub jec t  NP and i s  marked f o r  g e n i t i v e  
case. I n  (92)b. t he  numeral i s  s y n t a c t i c a l l y  independent from the  
sub jec t  NP (Cf.  Miyagawa (1989) f o r  support ing evidence) and appears 
----------- 
40.  The sentence i n  (1 )  i s  ungrammatical i n  Japanese: 
(1 )  *John t o  Mary-o otagai-ga k i r a t t e i r u  
John and Mary eachother hate 
This can be accounted f o r ,  however, as a v i o l a t i o n  o f  t he  LBC o f  
R i z z i  (1986). Under the  assumption t h a t  Japanese scrambling 
a [ t H R ]  p o s i t i o n ,  t he  t r a c e  o f  t he  scrambled element w i l l  be 
by t h e  anaphor i n  sub jec t  p o s i t i o n ,  lead ing  to an LBC v i o l a t  
This  explanat ion i s  given by Mahajan(1989) f o r  t h e  same 
ungrammatical sentence i n  H ind i .  
i s  t o  
bound 
ion. 
wi thout  g e n i t i v e  Case-marking. Pa i rs  o f  t h i s  type have o f t e n  been 
analyzed (Inoue and o thers  quoted i n  Miyagawa) as derivatively r e l a t e d  
by a t rans format ion  o f  q u a n t i f i e r  f l o a t .  We w i l l  adopt t he  proposal 
t h a t  (92)a and (92)b are t rans fo rma t iona l l y  re la ted  bu t  we w i l l  assume 
an ana lys is  along the l i n e s  o f  Sport iche (1988). We w i l l  begin by 
b r i e f l y  surveying the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  these f l o a t i n g  numerals i n  
Japanese. 
Note f i r s t  t h a t  numeral q u a n t i f i e r s  can occur i n  every p o s i t i o n  i n  
which an NP can be scrambled: 
(93) 
a.Taroo-ga hon-o 2-satu k a t t a  
Taroo books two bought 
Taroo bought two books 
b.Hon-o Taroo-ga 2-satu k a t t a  
Books Taroo two bought 
Taroo bought two books 
c.Taroo-ga hon-o Mary-ni 2-satu atae - t a  
Taroo books t o  Mary two gave 
Taroo gave two books t o  Mary 
d.Hon-o Taroo-ga 2-satu Mary-ni atae-ta 
books Taroo two Mary gave 
Taroo gave two books t o  Mary 
e.Hon-o Taroo-ga Mary-ni 2-satu atae-ta 
books Taroo Mary two gave 
Taroo gave Mary two books 
Recal l  t h a t  we have argued i n  Chapter I1 sec t ion  2.3,2 t h a t  f l o a t i n g  
q u a n t i f i e r s  are compatible on l y  w i t h  AN-chains. I f  t h i s  i s  
t he  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  Q-stranding i n  sentences such as 
provides a d d i t i o n a l  support f o r  the  hypothesis t h a t  
Japanese has p rope r t i es  o f  AN-chains. 
Miyagawa(1989) has argued t h a t  numeral -quant i f ier  f 
prov ides an argument f o r  t he  ex is tence o f  AN-chains 
those 
scramb 
co r rec t ,  
n (93) 
i n g  i n  
Japanese 
i n  passive and -in 
const ruc t ions  w i t h  "unaccusat ive" verbs ( i n  t he  sense o f  Burz io  
( 1 9 8 6 ) ) .  He argues t h a t  mutual c-command between ii f l o a t i n g n u m e r a l  
and the  mod i f ied  NP o r  the  t race  o f  the  mod i f ied  NP i s  requ i red  fo r  
t he  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r  t o  be l i censedn41  Given t h i s  hypothesis,  the  
con t ras t  between the  examples i n  ( 9 4 )  and those i n  ( 9 5 )  provides 
i n t e r e s t i n g  support f o r  the  unaccusative hypotheses; r e c a l l  t h a t  
according t o  t h i s  hypothesis,  the  sur face sub jec ts  o f  unaccusat ive 
verbs are  der ived from a VP-internal complement p o s i t i o n  by NP 
movement, 
( 9 4 )  
a.Gakusei ga [ V P  o f i s u  n i  2 - r i  k i t a ]  
Students t o  o f f i c e  two came 
Two students came t o  the  o f f i c e  
b.Otoko ga [ V P  baa n i  2 - r i  h a i t t a ]  
men bar  two entered 
Two men entered the  bar  
c. Kyaku-ga [ V P  ryokan-ni 3-ni n  t u i t a l  
guests i n n  th ree  a r r i v e d  
Three guests a r r i v e d  a t  t he  i nn  
(95  
a,?* Gakusei ga [ V P  zibun-no kane de 5-nin denwa-sita] 
student s e l f  money f i v e  telephoned 
Five students c a l l e d  w i t h  t h e i r  own money 
b.?* kodomo ga [ u p  geragera t o  3-nin wara t ta ]  
c h i l d r e n  i n  a loud manner th ree  laughed 
Three c h i l d r e n  laughed i n  a loud manner 
c.?* Kodomo ga [ V P  wa n i  n a t t e  5-nin odo t ta ]  
k i d s  c i r c l e  become f i v e  danced 
F i ve  c h i l d r e n  danced i n  a c i r c l e  
I n  Miyagawa's view, i n  examples o f  t he  t ype  shown i n  (94 )  t he  VP 
conta ins a t r a c e  of t h e  surface subject .  Mutual c-command can ob ta in  
----------- 
41. See Miyagawa (1989)  f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  requirement:; on the  l i c e n s i n g  
o f  f l o a t e d  q u a n t i f i e r s .  
between a  f l o a t e d  numeral i ns ide  the  VP and the  t r a c e  o f  the sur face 
subject .  This  accounts fo r  the  grammat ica l i ty  o f  (94) and suggest t h a t  
numeral- f loat i s  compatible w i t h  c l a s s i c  cases o f  AN-chains. I n  the  
unergat ive cons t ruc t ions  i n  (95), however, Miyagawa claims t h a t  there  
i s  no t r a c e  o f  the  sur face sub jec t  w i t h i n  the  VP; s ince i n  examples 
such as (95) the  f l o a t e d  numeral i s  separated from the  sub jec t  by an 
adjunct ,  mutual c-command between t h e  NP and the  f l o a t e d  numeral does 
not  ob ta in .  Moreover, s ince there  i s  no t r a c e  o f  t he  subject  NP 
w i t h i n  the VP which can en te r  i n t o  a  mutual c-command r e l a t i o n  w i t h  
the  f l oa ted  numeral, t he  f l oa ted  numeral i s  no t  l icensed and the  
sentences are  excluded. 
Qu i te  c l e a r l y ,  Miyagawa's ana lys is ,  i f  co r rec t ,  poses problems f o r  t he  
VPS hypothesis:  h i s  account of the ungrammatical i ty o f  (95) r e l i e s  
c r u c i a l l y  on the  assumption t h a t  t h e  sub jec t  o f  an unergat ive verb 
does not  o r i g i n a t e  i n s i d e  the  VP, so i t  leaves no t r a c e  the re  which 
cou ld  l i cense the  f l o a t i n g  numeral. 
One poss ib le  way o f  r e c o n c i l i n g  Miyagawa's ana lys is  o f  (95) w i t h  the  
VPS would be t o  assume t h a t  there  i s  some a d d i t i o n a l  requirement which 
makes the  p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  s p e c i f i e r  o f  VP ( t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  a  D- 
s t r u c t u r e  unergat ive sub jec t  i n  our view) i n e l i g i b l e  f o r  numeral f l o a t  
i n  Japanese. Miyagawa argues t h a t  a  t r a c e  w i t h  which a  f l o a t i n g  
numeral can be associated must be governed by an " a f f e c t i n g "  verb. I f  
the  government r e l a t i o n  requ i red  t o  meet t h i s  a d d i t i o n a l  cond i t i on  i s  
de f ined i n  terms o f  s t r i c t  c-command, then an NP i n ' t i e  s p e c i f i e r  
p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  VP w i l l  not  be able t o  meet the  cond i t ion .  
Consequently, a  f l o a t i n g  numeral i n  the  Spec of an unergat ive o r  
t r a n s i t i v e  VP w i l l  be ru led  out.  
A number o f  f a c t s  suggest, however, t h a t  cont rary  t o  Miyagawa's 
conclusion, a  f l o a t i n g  numeral may sometimes be associated w i t h  t h e  
sub jec t  o f  unergat ive o r  a  t r a n s i t i v e  verbs. These f a c t s  cas t  some 
doubt on t h e  precise fo rmula t ion  o f  t he  ana lys is  given by Miyagawa, 
even though they leave untouched the  c e n t r a l  idea tha t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  
between a  f l o a t i n g  numeral and the  modi f ied NP o r  i t s  t r a c e  must be 
l oca l .  Consider the  f o l l o w i n g  examples: 
(96 
kodoma-ga 3-nin waratta. 
c h i l d r e n  th ree  laughed 
Three c h i l d r e n  laughed. 
(97 1 
Gakusei-ga kyoo 3-nin hon-o k a t t a  
Students today th ree book bought 
Three students bought t h e  book today 
(96)  and (97) show t h a t  a  f l o a t e d  numeral can occur separated from an 
unergat ive sur face subject .  I n  (96), the  r e l a t i o n  o f  mutual c-command 
required by Miyagawa may be met d i r e c t l y  by the  NP, s ince the  f l o a t e d  
numeral and t h e  NP are adjacent. This i s  no t  t h e  case i n  (971, 
however: t h i s  shows t h a t  s t r i c t  adjacency between the  sub jec t  and the  
numeral i s  no t  required.42 Moreover, s ince today I s  not  a VP adverb 
42. Miyagawa proposes t o  get around t h i s  problem by p o s i t i n g  a  more 
abst rac t  leve l '  which does not  take i n t o  account adverbs o f  t h e  
type found i n  ( 9 7 1 .  A t  t h a t  l e v e l  the  NP and the  f l o a t i n g  numeral 
mutua l ly  c-command each other. It seems t o  us, however, t h a t  i f  
such adverbs can be disregarded w i t h  respect t o  t h e  mutual c- 
command requirement, i t  i s  unclear why the  type o f  adjunct  i n  
sentences l i k e  (95) should ac t  any d i f f e r e n t l y .  Possib ly  the  
degraded s ta tus  o f  sentences l i k e  (95) i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  due t o  
s t y l i s t i c  f a c t o r s  since, the  in terven ing adjuncts used i n  these 
under standard assumptions (see Jackendoff (1972) ) ,  (97) suggests t h a t  
t he  sub jec t  i s  no longer i n  I t s  D-st ructure p o s i t i o n  and may have 
moved above the  adverb from the  p o s i t i o n  i n  which the  f l o a t i n g  numeral 
occurs. Assuming, along l i n e s  suggested by Sport ichc (1988), t h a t  a 
f l o a t i n g  numeral i s  der ived by NP movement, these examples i n d i c a t e  
t h a t  there  i s  some p o s i t i o n  from which the  sub jec t  o f  an unergat ive 
verb has moveda43 Fur ther  support f o r  t h i s  hypothes's comes from the  
f o l l o w i n g  paradigm ((98)a.  and (98)b. a re  taken from Miyagawa(1989)). 
(98) 
a.Tomodati-ga 2ri Sinzyuku-de Tanaka sensei-ni  a t t a  
Fr iends two Shinjuku Tanaka professor  met 
Two f r i ends  met professor  Tanaka i n  Shinjuku 
b.*Tomodati-ga Sinzyuku-de Tanaka sensei-ni  a t t a  
c.(?)Tomodati-ga Sinzyuku-de Tanaka sensei-ni a t t a  
The ungrammatica1ity o f  (98)b. shows t h a t  i f  a q u a n t i f i e r  r e l a t e d  t o  a 
sub jec t  i s  stranded a f t e r  an argument, t he  sentence i s  excluded. But 
as shown by (98)c . ,  t he  occurrence o f  a f l o a t i n g  num'sral between an 
non-subcategorized adjunct  and an argument i s  considerably b e t t e r .  
This  i s  unexpected under Miyagawa's ana lys is ,  bu t  i f ,  as argued by 
Fukui(1986)and H o j i  ( 1986 ) ,  t he  s t r u c t u r e  o f  the  Japlinese VP i s  as i n  
(99),  then t h e  con t ras t  between (98)b. and ( 9 8 ) ~ .  i s  expected. 
examples are ra the r  "heavy". We w i l l  leave t h i s  quest ion 
unresolved. 
43. Other adverbs lead t o  ra the r  marginal sentences when they occur 
between a sub jec t  and a f l o a t e d  numeral. We w i l l  assume t h a t  t h i s  
m a r g i n a l i t y  i s  due t o  independent f ac to rs  which f o r  t h e  moment 
remain myster ious. 
Given the  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (99), we can assume t h a t  t h e  occurrence o f  a 
f l o a t i n g  numeral a f t e r  t he  da t i ve  argument D i n  (9'3)b. i s  impossible 
because t h i s  i s  no t  a p o s i t i o n  i n  which the  sub jec t  o f  an unergat ive 
verb ever occurs a t  D-structure. On the  o ther  hand, assuming, as i s  
standard, t h a t  t he  non-subcategorized l o c a t i v e  adjunct  i s  adjo ined t o  
t h e  VP, we expect a f l o a t i n g  numeral t o  be able t o  occur a f t e r  it i n  
t h e  D-structure p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  subject ,  as i n  (98.1~.  Conf i rmat ion o f  
t h i s  hypothesis would requ i re  f u r t h e r  I n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  the  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  f l o a t i n g  numerals w i t h  respect t o  the  argument 
s t r u c t u r e  o f  var ious predicates,  which i s  beyond our concern a t  t he  
moment. 
Summarizing, i t  appears t h a t  Japanese f l oa ted  numerals genera l ly  occur 
w i t h  c lea r  cases o f  NP-movement as we l l  as w i t h  scrambling. For t h i s  
f a c t  t o  be o f  r e a l  s ign i f i cance  f o r  t h e  hypothesis t h a t  scrambling 
forms an AN-chain, i t remains t o  be shown t h a t  f l o a t e d  numerals are 
no t  compatible w i t h  Vbl-chains i n  Japanese. As i n  H ind i ,  Japanese 
long-distance scrambling seems t o  have p roper t i es  which d i f f e r  from 
those o f  short-distance scrambling. Although the  judgments are 
somewhat t r i c k y ,  it appears t h a t  long-distance scrambling does not  
permi t  WCO r e p a i r  i n  ma t r i x  clauses. The re levant  example i s  given i n  
(100): 
(100) 
*Darerno-o/dare-oj [ e i  e j  /so i  tsu-oj  h i  tome m i t a ]  
h i  to1 ]-gal [musume-ga t j  suki  n i  na ru l - t o  ommota no 
Everyonej/whoj t he  person who took a glance a t  h imj  
thought h i s  daughter w i l l  f a l l  i n  love  w i t h  t j  
(100) 1s excluded under the  re levant  reading.44 That i s ,  a pronominal 
contained i n  t he  ma t r i x  clause cannot be bound by the  long-distance 
scrambled q u a n t i f i e r  o r  WH-phrase: long-distance scrambling thus 
appears t o  have some o f  t he  p rope r t i es  o f  Vbl-chains. I f  t h i s  i s  
co r rec t ,  we can use long-distance scrambling as a t e s t  case f o r  
c o m p a t i b i l i t y  w i t h  f l o a t i n g  numerals. I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  we observe the  
same phenomenon i n  Japanese t h a t  we prev ious ly  observed i n  H ind i :  
al though f l o a t i n g  numerals can occur w i t h i n  an embedded sentence i n  
a l l  t h e  p o s i t i o n s  t o  which a NP can be scrambled, they cannot occur i n  
any p o s i t i o n  w i t h i n  the  ma t r i x  sentence. I n  t he  example below, we use 
the  symbol t o  mark the  p o s i t i o n s  i n  which a f l o a t i n g  numeral can 
occur and * t o  mark the  p o s i t i o n s  i n  which i t  cannot: 
44. Speakers seem t o  disagree about t h i s  judgment: S a i t o  (pc)  judges 
t h i s  sentence as being q u i t e  good and Yoshimura (1989 )  g ives it as 
pe r fec t .  As suggested t o  us by Sa i to  and as argued f o r  by 
Yoshimura, i t  may be t h a t  Japanese long-distance scrambling i n  
f a c t  forms an AN-chain. Sa i to  (pc)  suggests t h a t  the  apparent 
d i f f e r e n c e  between Hindi  and Japanese may be a consequence o f  the  
f a c t  t h a t  Japanese does not  c l e a r l y  d i s t i n g u i s h  tensed sentences 
from i n f i n i t i v a l  sentences. Assuming t ha t  a l l  sentences i n  
Japanese are i n  some sense tenseless, then Japansse long-distance 
scrambling can be l i k e  r a i s i n g  i n  Engl ish,  a case o f  a long- 
d is tance AN-chain. Under the  theory o f  ECP which we develop i n  
Chapter I V ,  passage through the spec o f  CP i s  poss ib le  i f  I P  i s  
no t  a b a r r i e r ;  i t  may be t h a t  because o f  t he  lac '< of tense, 
Japanese I P  i s  no t  a b a r r i e r ,  thus a l l ow ing  long d is tance 
scrambling t o  form AN-chains. 
(101)  
Hon-oi John-ga * Mary-ni * k o s s o r i - t o  la(?) Peter5-ga * 
t i k a t t a l  t o  i t t a .  
books John t o  Mary s e c r e t l y  Pe te r  bought " t h a t  t o l d  
These books, John t o l d  Mary s e c r e t l y  t h a t  Pe te r  had bought 
The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  f l o a t i n g  numerals i n  Japanese e x a c t l y  p a r a l l e l s  
t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  i n  H i n d i ,  We conclude f rom 
t h i s  f a c t  t h a t ,  as i n  H ind i  and o the r  languages, f l o a t i n g  numerals i n  
Japanese a re  o n l y  compat ib le  w i t h  AN-chains. Thus, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  they  
a re  compat ib le  w i t h  scrambl ing p rov ides  a d d i t i o n a l  suppor t  f o r  t h e  
hypothes is  t h a t  Japanese scrambl ing,  l i k e  H ind i  sc-ambl ing,  i s  an 
ins tance  o f  movement t o  a [+HR] p o s i t i o n  and thus  c rea tes  an AN-chain. 
Conclusion: 
I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  we have considered t h e  na tu re  o f  t h e  cha in  c rea ted  by 
scrambl ing i n  Japanese. Based on WCO e f f e c t s ,  r e c o r s t r u c t i o n  e f f e c t s ,  
b i n d i n g  e f f e c t s ,  and t he  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  f l o a t i n g  numerals, we have 
argued t h a t  t h e  cha in  c rea ted  by scrambl ing has t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  an 
AN-chain. Given t he  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  AN-chains we proposed i n  Chapter 11, 
t h i s  e n t a i l s  t h a t  scrambl ing can be an ins tance  o f  movement t o  a  [ t H R ]  
pos i t i on .45  T h i s  r a i s e s  t h e  ques t i on  o f  what these [+HR1 p o s i t i o n s  
----------- 
45. A l though we have g iven  arguments t h a t  scrambl ing can be movement 
t o  a  [tHR] p o s i t i o n ,  we have g iven no arguments showing t h a t  it 
cannot a l s o  i n v o l v e  ad junc t i on ,  i . e . ,  movement t o  a  [-HR] 
p o s i t i o n .  Suppose t h a t  scrambl ing can i n v o l v e  e ' i t he r  movement t o  
a  [-HR] p o s i t i o n  o r  movement t o  a  [+HRl p o s i t i o n :  we would expect 
t h a t  if no v i o l a t i o n  r e s u l t s  from a d j o i n i n g ,  movement t o  e i t h e r  a  
[ t H R ]  p o s i t i o n  o r  t o  a  [-HR] p o s i t i o n  should be poss ib l e .  I f  some 
v i o l a t i o n  would r e s u l t ,  t h e  syntax d i c t a t e s  that, movement t o  t h e  
p o s i t i o n  which leads  t o  t h e  l e s s e r  v i o l a t i o n  i s  t h e  o n l y  one 
poss ib l e .  L e t  us c l a r i f y  t h i s  view : assume that  t h e  scrambled 
c o n s t i t u e n t  con ta ins  a q u a n t i f i e r .  Then movement t o  a  [-HR] 
p o s i t i o n  would induce WCO e f f e c t s .  I n  t h i s  case, then, ad junc t i on  
might  be. Mahajan (1989) has given independent evidence based on 
agreement phenomena f o r  t he  ex is tence o f  m u l t i p l e  func t i ona l  nodes i n  
H ind i :  these prov ide several poss ib le  [+HR] landing s i t e s  f o r  
scrambling. I t  i s  no t  immediately obvious however, t h a t  these same 
nodes e x i s t  i n  Japanese: al though Japanese verbs have tense marker, i t  
i s  a well-known f a c t  t h a t  they show no ove r t  marking f o r  person, 
number, o r  gender. However, t he  absence o f  agreement does n o t  
necessar i l y  e n t a i l  the  absence o f  f u n c t i o n a l  p ro jec t i ons  i n  
al though it has been pointed out  by var ious  l i n g u i s t s  t h a t  
Japanese lacks most o f  t h e  p rope r t i es  which i n d i c a t e  the  ex is tence o f  
a func t i ona l  category INFL,  such as subject -verb agreement, s t r u c t u r a l  
nominative Case, and the  e f f e c t s  o f  t he  nominat ive i s l a n d  cond i t ion ,  
many 1 i n g u i s t s  assume i t s  presence ( i n  p a r t i c u l a r  Miyagawa ( i 9 8 9 ) ,  
Kuroda (1986), H o j i  (1985) ,  and Fukui (1986)). 
----------- 
i s  excluded, bu t  movement t o  a [+HR] p o s i t i o n  relnains a 
p o s s i b i l i t y .  Thus t h e  l a t t e r  p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  chosen. I f ,  cont rary  
t o  what we have argued above, anaphoric reconst ruc t ion  i s  s t r i c t l y  
a p roper ty  o f  Vbl-chains, then when reconst ruc t ian  i s  needed, 
ad junc t ion  i s  permi t ted.  Possib ly ,  when noth ing  i s  a t  stake, the  
two types o f  scrambling are  d i s t i ngu i shed  by i n t ~ n a t i o n .  I t  has 
been argued by Webelhuth t h a t  a scrambled NP 1n 3erman 1s 
necessar i l y  unfocused (see sec t i on  3.4).  Th is  may no t  be c o r r e c t  
i n  Japanese, and i t may be the  case t h a t  focused scrambling 1s 
ad junc t ion  w i t h  p r o p e r i t i e s  s i m i l a r  t o  Engl ish t o p i c a l i z a t i o n ,  bu t  
unfocused scrambling i s  a movement t o  a [+HRJ p o s i t i o n .  This  would 
exp la in  the  f l u c t u a t i o n  o f  speaker judgments on :some o f  t he  f a c t s  
we have mentioned, s ince  i t  might be q u i t e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  i s o l a t e  
the  r i g h t  i n tona t i ona l  pa t te rn .  
46. But c f .  Fukui (1986) f o r  the  proposal t h a t  Japanese has (almost) 
no func t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons .  Fukui c la im  i s  t h a t  Japanese has 
n e i t h e r  a D nor a C p r o j e c t i o n .  He mainta ins,  however, t h a t  
Japanese has a ( r a t h e r  de fec t i ve )  INFL and suggests i n  a foo tno te  
t h a t  poss ib l y  t he  Case-markers (-ga ..-o..-ni) head t h e i r  own 
func t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons .  
3.2.2.5 Funct ional  p r o j e c t i o n s  i n  Japanese 
As noted by Fukui (1986), p o s i t i n g  the  ex is tence O F  an INFL node has 
several d e s c r i p t i v e  advantages. I t  a l lows a simple explanat ion o f  why 
the  tense morpheme always occurs a t  t he  end o f  a  verbal  complex: as 
shown i n  (102), tense morphemes can never intervents between a  
causat ive morpheme o r  a  passive morpheme and the  pred ica te  roo t .  They 
must always occur a t  the  end o f  t he  verbal  complex, 
(102) 
a.tabe - sase - ra re  - t a  
ea t  cause pass past 
Was caused t o  ea t  
P o s i t i n g  an INFL node a l so  permi ts  a  s t ra igh t fo rward  account o f  t he  
f a c t  t h a t  the  tense morphemes can f r e e l y  appear ou ts ide  o f  t he  soo su- 
cons t ruc t ion ,  t he  Japanese equ iva len t  o f  t he  Eng l ish  do so 
cons t ruc t ion .  Consider the  f o l l o w i n g  examples from Fukui (1986): 
(103) 
a.John-wa k in00 tosyokan-de benkyoo-si-ta 
John s tud ied  i n  t he  l i b r a r y  yesterday 
b.Bi l l -wa o t o t o i  soo s i - t a  
B i l l  t he  day before d i d  so 
B i l l  d i d  so the  day before 
c.Bi l l -wa a s i t a  soo-su-a-daroo 
B i l l  tomorrow do so Pres seems 
B i l l  seems t o  do so tommorrow . 
d. B i  11-mo a s i t a  so0 s i - t a g a t t e - i - a  
B i l l  a l so  tomorrow do so want t o  Pres 
B i l l  wants t o  do so tommorrow. 
As can be observed i n  (lO3), the  tense morphemes (under1 ined)  occur 
ou ts ide  the  cons t i t uen t  replaced by the  form soo-su. As proposed by 
Fukui,  i f  i t  i s  assumed t h a t  the tense morphemes occupy the  INFL 
p o s i t i o n  ouside the  V p ro jec t i on ,  these data can be accounted f o r  
simply by saying t h a t  soo su- replaces a p r o j e c t i o n  o f  V,  exc luding 
the  element i n  INFL. (See Fukui(1986), p. 211). Add i t i ona l  arguments 
have been given by Ta te i sh i  (1989) f o r  the  ex is tence o f  an INFL 
p r ~ j e c t i o n . ~ ~  Asssuming t h a t  Japanese has an INFL node, whether t h i s  
INFL node i s  f u r t h e r  subdivided, as proposed by Po l lock  (1989) and 
Chomsky (1989) f o r  French and Engl ish, remains an open quest ion. As 
suggested by Pesetsky (pc),  i t  may be poss ib le  t o  consider the  
Japanese h o n o r i f i c  markers o f  t h e  " respec t fu l  languageM(sonkei-go) as 
heading f u n c t i o n a l  p ro jec t i ons ,  poss ib l y  comparable t o  the  AGR 
p r o j e c t i o n s  we have assumed t o  e x i s t  i n  French and " in  Engl ish.48 There 
are two "subject -or iented"  h o n o r i f i c  markers i n  Japanese: rare,  which 
i s  homophonous w i t h  the  passive morpheme but  i s  d i s t i n c t  from i t  i n  
----------- 
47. See Ta te i sh i  (1989), Proceedings o f  NELS 19, ed i ted  by J. Carter  & 
R-M D6chai ne. 
48. See Kitagawa f o r  an ana lys is  o f  one v a r i e t y  o f  these h o n o r i f i c  
a f f i x e s .  Kitagawa proposes t o  analyze h o n o r i f i c  markers as l e x i c a l  
heads which can be a f f i x e d  t o  a  verbal  r o o t  through " a f f i x  
Rais ing" .  I n  Kitagawa's view, a f f i x e s  are  attached t o  a verbal  
head i n  the  l ex i con  and undergo a f f i x  r a i s i n g  a t  LF. This  ana lys is  
can be e a s i l y  recast  i n  terms o f  head movement w i t h i n  the  
framework o f  d e r i v a t i o n a l  morphology e laborated by M.Baker 
(1986). 
t h a t  1 t  cooccurs w i t h  an accusat ive ob jec t ,  and a d iscont inuous 
morpheme which surrounds a verb: o- V ni-nar.  The "two forms d i f f e r  
e s s e n t i a l l y  w i t h  respect t o  t he  context  o f  t h e i r  use, t he  former being 
s l i g h t l y  less  formal than the  l a t t e r .  With respect t o  t h e  emp i r i ca l  
argument given above f o r  t he  ex is tence o f  an INFL p r o j e c t i o n ,  t h e  
h o n o r i f i c  markers behave exac t l y  t he  same. For instance, as shown i n  
(104) and ( 1 0 5 ) ,  h o n o r i f i c  markers are  s t r i c t l y  ordered w i t h  respect 
t o  o ther  verbal  morphemes. 
(104) H o n o r i f i c  marker o-V-n i -nar  
With passive 
a. Tanaka sensei-ga se i to -n i  o-nagu-rare-ni-nat-ta 
Tanaka professor  student by H-hi t -  PASS-HON -PAST 
Professor Tanaka was h i t  by a s tudent  
b. *... 0-nagu-ni-nar-rare-ta 
H- V - HON -PASS-PAST 
Schematical ly,  t h e  o n l y  acceptable order  i s :  
w i t h  negat ion 
a. Tanaka sensei-ga se i to -o  o-naguri-ni-nar-ana-kat-ta 
Pro f  Tanaka student  H-hi t  -HON NEG PAST 
Professor Tanaka d i d  no t  h i t  a student 
b. * . . .  o-nagur ina-  n i -na t - ta  
H- V - NEG-HON- PAST 
c. *... 0-naguri na-kat-ta -n i  nar 
H- V NEG-PAST -HON 
(1046) H o n o r i f i c  Marker r a r e  
With passive 
a. Tanaka sensei-ga s e i t o - n i  nagu-rare-rare-ta 
h i t  -PASS-HON- PAST 
* h i t  -HON -PASS-PAST 
Professor Tanaka was h i t  by a student 
With negation 
a. Tanaka sensei-ga sei to-o nagu-rare-na-kat-ta 
h i t  -HON -NEG -PAST 
Professor Tanaka d i d  not  h i t  a student 
b. *. . . nagur-ana-rare-ta 
h i t -  NEG-HON -PAST 
*... nagur-ana-kat-ta - rare 
h i t -  NEG -PAST -HON 
Moreover, as shown i n  (105) and (106). t he  honori f ic;  markers share 
w i t h  the  tense markers the  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  occur r ing  outs ide  t h e  
cons t i t uen t  rep1 aced by the  pro-form soo-su. 
(105) 
John-wa kin00 tosyokan-de benkyoo-si-ta 
John studied i n  the  l i b r a r y  yesterday 
0-V-n i -nar  
Tanaka sensei wa o t o t o i  so0 0-shi-ni-nat-ta 
Pro f  Tanaka t h e  day before so do HON PAST 
Tanaka sensei wa a s i t a  soo-0-shi-ni-nar-ru-daroo 
(106) x e  
Tanaka sensei wa o t o t o i  soo-s-are-ta 
Tanaka sensei wa soo-s-are-ru daroo 
The f a c t  t h a t  t h e  honor i f c  markers and t h e  tense marker behave a l i k e  
w i t h  respect t o  these two p roper t i es  suggests t h a t  h o n o r i f i c  markers 
may head t h e i r  own separate func t i ona l  p ro jec t ions .  We w i l l  no t  pursue 
t h i s  hypothesis i n  any d e t a i l .  A ca re fu l  study o f  Japanese morphology 
would be needed t o  substant ia te  t h i s  proposal: see Kubo (1989) 
(forthcoming MIT generals paper) f o r  such an analysis. I f  t h i s  i s  on 
t h e  r i g h t  t rack ,  we may assume t h a t  the  exis tence o f  f unc t i ona l  
p ro jec t i ons  i n  Japanese w i l l  receive some independent; evidence. 
Japanese scrambling can then be analyzed i n  p a r r a l l e l  w i t h  H ind i  
scrambling as i n v o l v i n g  movement t o  the  s p e c i f i e r  o f  var ious  
func t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons .  
If the  ana lys is  we have proposed f o r  Japanese scrambling i s  tenable,  
i t  provides support f o r  t he  hypothesis t h a t  the  func t i ona l  s t r u c t u r e  
o f  sentences may be complex even i n  languages whoso morphology shows 
no o v e r t  making f o r  agreement.49 I n  o ther  words, i t  provides support 
f o r  t he  idea t h a t  t he re  i s  no d i r e c t  correspondence between o v e r t  
morphological marking and t h e  presence o r  absence o f  f u n c t i o n a l  
p ro jec t i ons .  As we have shown, Japanese scrambling shows many 
s i m i l a r i t i e s  t o  H ind i  scrambling, al though the  two languages d i f f e r  
r a d i c a l l y  w i t h  respect t o  the  r ichness o f  t h e i r  ove r t  morphological 
marking. Given the  s t r i k i n g  s i m i l a r i t i e s  between Japanese and H ind i  
scrambling, t he  hypothesis t h a t  Japanese has a h i g h l y  a r t i c u l a t e d  
clause s t r u c t u r e  w i t h  a number o f  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  (poss ib l y  
i n v i s b l e )  appears i n  any case t o  be the  n u l l  hypothesis. 
3 3  O b j e c t  s h i - F t  
I n  t h e  prev ious sec t ions  we considered instances of '  scrambling i n  i n  
H ind i  and Japanese and argued t h a t  they i n s t a n t i a t e  movement t o  the  
s p e c i f i e r s  o f  f u n c t i o n a l  p ro jec t i ons .  I n  t h i s  sec t ion ,  we t u r n  t o  
languages w i t h  a more r i g i d  word order  which a l low r e s t r i c t e d  movement 
o f  ob jec ts  under c e r t a i n  circumstances. This  phenomenon, f i r s t  
----------- 
49.  I n c i d e n t a l l y ,  t h i s  i s  assumed genera l l y  f o r  Engl ish. Chomsky 
(1989) suggests t h a t  Engl ish has an AGR-0 p r o j e c t i o n ,  even though 
ob jec t  agreement i s  never manifested i n  Engl ish. 
described and analyzed i n  Holmberg (1984) and (1986), has come t o  be 
known i n  the  l i t e r a t u r e  as ob jec t  s h i f t .  The term i s  used t o  descr ibe 
the  movement o f  ob jec ts  t o  some intermediate p o s i t i o n  i n  t he  sentence, 
t he  s ta tus  o f  which remains yet  t o  be determined. Object s h i f t  i s  
re levant  t o  our present d iscussion since, as argued by Holmberg 
(1986), i t  i s  an instance o f  s y n t a c t i c  movement which creates AN- 
chains. Th is  phenomenon i s  common t o  a l l  Scandinavian languages, 
a l though i t  obeys d i f f e r e n t  cons t ra in t s  i n  mainland Scandinavian and 
i n  I ce land ic .  We w i l l  f i r s t  b r i e f l y  review the  p rope r t i es  o f  Object 
s h i f t  i n  mainland Scandinavian and then t u r n  t o  the  p rope r t i es  o f  
ob jec t  s h i f t  i n  I ce land ic .  We w i l l  then propose an m a l y s i s  o f  ob jec t  
s h i f t  as i n v o l v i n g  movement t o  the  s p e c i f i e r  o f  f unc t i ona l  
p ro jec t i ons .  
3.3 .1  Object  s h i f t  i n  Mainland Scandinavian 
Consider the  f o l l o w i n g  sentences from Swedish and Norwegian: 
(107) Swedish 
a. Vafor l a s t e  studenterna i n t e  a11a 
Why read the  students not  a l l  them 
Why d i d n ' t  a l l  t he  students read them 
b. Vafor l a s t e  studenterna i n t e  a l l a  
(108) Norwegian 
a . ( ? ) v i  l e s t e  i kke  dem 
we read not  them 
We d i d n ' t  read them 
b. v i  l e s t e  dem ikkeso 
I n  (107)b. and (108)b., an ob jec t  pronoun has moved t o  the  l e f t  o f  t h e  
negat ion. I n  t he  mainland Scandinavian (MS) languages Swedish, Danish, 
and ~ o r w e ~ i a n ,  the  l e f t w a r d  movement o f  an ob jec t  i s  s t r i c t y  
r e s t r i c t e d  t o  unstressed pronouns. As shown i n  (109) f o r  Swedish, a 
f u l l  NP cannot undergo t h i s  type o f  movement: 
(109) 
a. Vafor l a s t e  studenterna i n t e  a l l a  a r t i k e l n  
Why read the  students no t  a l l  the  a r t i c l e  
Why d i d n ' t  a l l  t he  students read t h e  a r t i c l e  
b.*Vafor l a s t e  studenterna a r t i k e l n  i n t e  a l l a  
Th is  i s  no t  t he  case i n  I ce land ic ,  where the  movement o f  a f u l l  NP i s  
p e r f e c t l y  acceptable. We t u r n  t o  I c e l a n d i c  ob jec t  s h i f t  i n  t h e  next  
subsection. 
As i s  w e l l  known, Swedish and o ther  MS languages are  t y p i c a l  verb- 
second languages. Holmberg argues extensive 
languages invo lves  the  movement o f  t he  verb 
observed by Homlberg, ob jec t  s h i f t  (0s) i s  
1y t h a t  V-second i n  these 
t o  C i n  main clauses. As 
i n  some sense " p a r a s i t i c "  
on the  movement o f  t h e  main verb t o  C. Thus, it i s  r u l e d  ou t  e i t h e r  
when an a u x i l i a r y  verb moves t o  C and the  main verb remains i n  i t s  D- 
s t r u c t u r e  p o s i t i o n  o r  i n  embedded sentences where no verb moves t o  C. 
Examples showing t h i s  r e s t r i c t i o n  are given below f o r  Swedish: 
(110) 
a. Vafor har  studenterna i n t e  a l l a  l a s t  den 
Why have the  students no t  a l l  read i t  
50. Many thanks t o  A r i l d  Hestv ik  f o r  t he  Norwegian data. The quest ion 
mark i n  (108) i nd i ca tes  t h a t  t he  pronoun must bear s t ress  t o  be 
acceptable i n  post-negat ive p o s i t i o n  
b.*Vafor har studenterna den i n t e  a l l a  l a s t  
Why have the  students i t  not  a l l  read 
c. a t t  studenterna i n t e  a1 l a  l a s t e  den 
t h a t  the students no t  a l l  read i t  
d . * a t t  studenterna den i n t e  a11a l a s t e  
t h a t  t he  students i t  not  a l l  read (from Holmberg (1986)) 
As argued by Holmberg (1986), OS i s  an instance o f  i > y n b c t i c  movement, 
and the  chain created by it has t h e  p rope r t i es  o f  an AN-chain. 
Independent evidence t h a t  OS i s  s y n t a c t i c  comes from the  f a c t  t h a t  i t 
"feeds" the  s y n t a c t i c  r u l e  o f  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n .  Consider t he  example i n  
(Ill), again from Swedish: 
(111) 
T i l l g i v n a  var  dom honom a l l a  
devoted were they him a l l  
Devoted t o  him, they a l l  were ( f rom Holmberg (1986 ) )  
T r a n s i t i v e  ad jec t i ves  i n  Swedish have a  p a r t i c u l a r  p roper ty  which 
a l lows t h e i r  NP complement t o  occur on e i t h e r  s ide  o f  t h e  a d j e c t i v a l  
head. Since Swedish i s  a  lef t-headed language, Holmberg argues t h a t  
t he  p r e a d j e c t i v a l  p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  complement o f  AP i s  der ived by 
movement. Thus, i n  Holmberg's view, (111) has the  f o l l o w i n g  s t ruc tu re :  
(112) [ A P  e i  [ t i l l g i v n a  e i - ] ] j  [ va r  dom honomi a l l a  e j l  
I n  (112), t h e  pronoun honom has f i r s t  been moved t o  the  p r e a d j e c t i v a l  
p o s i t i o n ,  then ex t rac ted  out  o f  the  AP cons t i t uen t  by ob jec t  s h i f t .  
F i n a l l y ,  t he  AP cons t i t uen t  has been t o p i c a l i z e d  t o  ':he f r o n t  o f  t he  
sentence. ( 1 1 3 )  re t races  t h i s  d e r i v a t i o n .  Since t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  i s  
s tandardly  assumed t o  be a  syn tac t i c  ru le ,  the  f a c t  t h a t  OS occurs 
p r i o r  t o  i t  provides an argument t h a t  OS must a l so  be a s y n t a c t i c  
rule(See Holmberg pp. 168 -169 f o r  d e t a i l s  o f  t he  argumentation)Sl 
(113) 
a. p r e ~ o s i n g  j r ~  AP 
[Hundarna var  a l l a  [ A P  honomi [ t i l l g i v n a  e i  I]] 
The dogs were a l l  t o  him devoted 
b. Object s h i f t  
[Hundarna va r  honomi a l l a  [ A P  ti [ t i l l g i v n a  e i  I]] 
c. Top ica l i za t i on  
[ A P  ti [ T i l l g i v n a  e i ] lk [hundarna var  honomi a l l a  t k ]  
The hypothesis t h a t  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  pronoun i n  (113)b. i s  due t o  
OS i s  confirmed by t h e  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a  s i m i l a r  cons t ruc t i on  w i t h  a  
f u l l  NP. As shown i n  (114) '  a f u l l  NP cannot occur t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  a  
f l o a t e d  q u a n t i f i e r  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  subject .  
51. I n c i d e n t a l l y ,  Holmberg argues f o r  t h e  syn tac t i c  s ta tus  o f  
t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  on t h e  bas is  o f  reconstruct ion.  Observing t h a t  
a d j e c t i v a l  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  can leave behind i t  an ob jec t - sh i f t ed  
pronoun, he concludes t h a t  reconst ruc t ion  must apply t o  s a t i s f y  
Binding. The argument seems t o  us ra the r  weak, since i f  a d j e c t i v a l  
t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  were a  PF ru le ,  we would expect apparent v i o l a t i o n s  
o f  t he  Binding Theory t o  have no e f f e c t  on the  grammat ical i ty  o f  
t he  sentence. Reca l l ,  moreover, t h a t  we showed above t h a t  A ' -  
movement does not  a l low reconst ruc t ion  t o  s a t i s f y  t r a c e  b inding.  
I f  our reasoning 1s cor rec t ,  then Holmberg's argument can i n  f a c t  
be turned against  i t s e l f  t o  show p rec i se l y  t h a t  e i t h e r  a d j e c t i v a l  
t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  o r  OS i n  Swedish may be a  PF r u l s ,  s ince t h e  t race  
of t he  s h i f t e d  ob jec t  does not  need t o  be proper ly  bound. Although 
t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  argument i s  ra ther  weak, i t seems t o  us t h a t  t h e  
conclusion reached by Holmberg i s  co r rec t .  I t  i s  perhaps b e t t e r  
shown by t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  OS w i t h  Q u a n t i f i e r  F l o a t  o r  w i t h  ECM 
construct ions.  
(114) 
a.ÃˆHundarn var E r i c k  a l l a  t i l l g i v n a .  
the  dogs were t o  E r i k  a l l  devoted 
b. Hundarna va r  honom a l l a  t i l l g i v n a .  
Holmberg shows conv inc ing ly  t h a t  t he  p rope r t i es  o f  t he  chain created 
by OS are  p rope r t i es  which are t y p i c a l  o f  AN-chains, Object s h i f t  has 
the  f o l l o w i n g  proper t ies :  
1 )  i t  i s  clause-bound 
2) i t  does not  l i cense  p a r a s i t i c  gaps 
3 )  i t  i s  i n s e n s i t i v e  t o  crossover v i o l a t i o n s  
The clause-boundedness o f  OS i s  shown by the  f o l l o w i n g  p a i r  o f  
sentences: 
(115) 
a. Eva anser honom moj l igen vara inkompetent 
Eva considers him poss ib l y  t o  be incompetent 
b. Eva anser han moj l igen a r  inkompetent 
Eva considers him poss ib ly  ( t h a t )  i s  incompetent 
Eva considers t h a t  poss ib l y  he i s  incompetent (H 1986) 
(115)a. 1s ambiguous: t he  sen ten t i a l  adverb can be i n t e r p r e t e d  e i t h e r  
as p a r t  o f  t he  m a t r i x  clause o r  as p a r t  o f  t he  embedded I n f i n i t i v a l  
c lause. As argued by Holmberg, t h i s  f o l l ows  from the f a c t  t h a t  OS, 
l i k e  NP movement, i s  poss ib le  across an i n f i n i t i v a l  i n  ECM contexts. 
(115)b., however, i s  unambiguous: t he  sen ten t i a l  adverb can on l y  have 
scope w i t h i n  the  embedded tensed sentence 
embedded s e n t e n t i a l  complement i s  tensed, 
h igher  clause. 
The f a c t  t h a t  OS does not  l i cense  p a r a s i t  
This  shows t h a t  when a  
a pronoun :annot move t o  the  
c  gaps 1s shown by ( 116) : 
(116) 
a. v i l k e n  a r t i k e l  kastade dom ti innan du hade l a s t  e? 
Which a r t i c l e  threw they be fore  you had read 
Which a r t i c l e  d i d  they throw away before you had read? 
b . *A r t i ke In  kastades ti innan j a g  hade l a s t  e 
The a r t i c l e  was thrown away before I had read 
c.*Jag kastade i n t e  ti innan j ag  hade l a s t  e 
I threw away i t  not  before I had read (H  1986) 
As can be seen i n  (116), OS i n  ( 1 1 6 ) ~ .  pa t te rns  l i k e  NP-movement i n  
(116)b., and not  l i k e  WH-movement i n  (116)a., i n  t i a t  i t  does no t  
l i cense  a p a r a s i t i c  gap.52 
The i n s e n s i t i v i t y  of OS t o  crossover v i o l a t i o n s  i s  shown i n  (117): 
5 2 .  I t  might be argued t h a t  i n  ( 1 1 6 ) ~ .  t he  ob jec t  pronoun has no t  
moved h igh  enough t o  c-command the  gap and thus  cannot l i cense  the  
p a r a s i t i c  gap f o r  independent reasons. But some ad junc ts  can 
a t t a c h  t o  a p o s i t i o n  h igher  than the  VP, as shown by t h e i r  
p o s i t i o n  i n  embedded sentences ( i n  sec t i on  3.3,4.1 we argue t h a t  
t he  verb moves t o  T i n  embedded sentences): 
(1  
a t t  O lo f  [sa n a r t  han var  f a r d i g ] ,  kastade a r t i k e l  i 
papperskorgen. 
t h a t  0. as soon as he was f i n i s h e d  threw the  a r t i c l e  i n  t he  
wastebasket 
(11) *01of kastade den, sa n a r t  han hade l a t  e, t i.. 
0. threw it, as soon as he had read e, t 1 ., ( H  1986) 
(11) shows the  main clause verb-second word order ,  where t h e  verb 
has moved i n t o  C and the  subject  has been f ron ted .  The adjunct  i n  
(11) i s  adjo ined t o  a p r o j e c t i o n  o f  TP and the  pronoun has moved 
over it. Thus, i t  i s  q u i t e  c l e a r  t h a t  i n  (11) t he  pronoun c- 
commands the  gap. The sentence, however, remains impossible, 
showing t h a t  i t  i s  indeed the  proper ty  o f  t he  chain created by OS 
which r u l e s  ou t  t he  p a r a s i t i c  gap and not  simply a lack  o f  c- 
command. 
(117) 
a. ?Vemi t i 1  ldelade dom i hansi f ranvaro  ti p r i s e t  
who awarded they i n  h i s  absence t h e  p r i z e  
b. Dom t i l l d e l a d e  honomi 1  hansi f ranvaro  p r i s e t  
They awarded him i n  h i s  absence the  p r i z e  (H 1966) 
I n  (117), t he  adjunct  cons t i t uen t  [ i  hans f ranvaro ]  i s  not  i n s i d e  t h e  
VP, bu t  i s  adjo ined t o  some p r o j e c t i o n  o f  INFL. T h i ~ i  can be deduced 
from the  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h i s  adjunct  i n  embedded sentences. As shown by 
t h e  paradigm i n  (118), t h i s  adjunct  can on l y  
embedded sentence, never f o l l o w  i t :  
(118) 
a. om dom 1 m1n franvaro t i l l d e l a d e  homom p r  
i f  they i n  my absence awwarded him 
b.*om dom t i l l d e l a d e  i min f ranvaro homom p r  
c.*om dom t i l l d e l a d e  homom i min f ranvaro p r  
precede the  verb i n  
se t  
the  p r i z e  
se t  
se t  (H 1986) 
Since embedded sentences represent t he  base order  o f  cons t i tuents ,  
Holmberg concludes t h a t  the p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  adjunct  i n  (117)b. r e s u l t s  
from two d i s t i n c t  instances o f  movement over the  adverb: the  movement 
o f  t he  verb t o  C and the  movement o f  the  ob jec t  pronoun under ob jec t  
s h i f t .  I f  so, the  s t r u c t u r e  o f  (117)b. i s  i s  as i n  (119): 
(119) [ C P  Dom [ c  t i l l d e l a d e  [honomi [i hansi f ranva ra l  v t i  p r i s e t ] ] ]  
( 1  19) i s  a t y p i c a l  S-st ructure WCO con f i gu ra t i on :  a f t e r  movement, 
honom c-commands both i t s  t r a c e  ti and a  pronominalwi th in the  adjunct  
phrase w i t h  which i t  i s  coindexed; but  n e i t h e r  the  bound pronoun nor 
t he  t r a c e  c-commands the  o ther .  The f a c t  t h a t  no WCO v i o l a t i o n  occurs 
thus prov ides a d d i t i o n a l  evidence t h a t  t he  chain (hoi~om, t i )  has 
p rope r t i es  o f  an AN-chain. 
To the  evidence provided by Holmberg, we add the  f 'o l low ing fac ts  about 
f l o a t i n g  quan t i f i e r s53  As (120) shows, there  i s  a sharp con t ras t  
between a cons t ruc t i on  i n  which a q u a n t i f i e r  has been f l o a t e d  a f t e r  OS 
and a cons t ruc t i on  i n  which a q u a n t i f i e r  has been f l o a t e d  from an 
ob jec t  a f t e r  WH-extraction: 
(120) 
a.Jeg l e s t e  dem i kke  a l l a  
I read them not  a l l  
b.*Boeken a t t  j e g  i kke  l e s t e  a l l a  
the books t h a t  I not  read a l l  
Here again, we observe t h a t  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  are impossible w i t h  
c l e a r  cases o f  Vbl-chains, an observat ion which re in fo rces  the  
hypothesis t h a t  t he  chain formed by OS must be an AN-chain. 
The var ious  arguments presented above c l a s s i s f y  t he  chain created by 
OS as an AN-chain. I n  Holmberg's view, however, obilect s h i f t  i n  
Swedish and o ther  MS languages invo lves  the  movement of t h e  pronoun t o  
a p o s i t i o n  adjo ined t o  1'. The base s t r u c t u r e  assumed by Holmberg f o r  
Swedish i s  the  fo l l ow ing :  
----------- 
53. The data we use are from Norwegian r a t h e r  than Swedish s ince  we 
on l y  had access t o  Norwegian informants. 
CP 
/ \ 
c ' 
/ \ 
I P 
om / \ 
Johan I' 
/ \ 
S-ADV I' 
/ \ 
I v P  
/ \ 
k o ~ a  boeken 
I n  Holmberg's view, OS moves a  ob jec t  pronoun from I t s  base p o s i t i o n  
and ad jo ins  i t  t o  I' above the  sen ten t i a l  adverb. A s  mentioned above, 
OS i s  p a r a s i t i c  on the  movement o f  t he  Verb t o  C. Thus a  t y p i c a l  
s t r u c t u r e  f o r  ob jec t  s h i f t  i s  t he  fo l l ow ing :  
(122) 
CP 
/ \ 
XP C' 
/ \ 
kopa I P  
/ \ 
Johan I' 
/ \ 
honom I '  
/ \ 
S-ADV I '  
/ \ 
v  v P 
/ \ 
v  t l  
Note, however, t h a t  under the  LGB d e f i n i t i o n  o f  A- vs. A'-movement, 
ob jec t  s h i f t  as analyzed by Holrnberg i s  an instance o f  A'-movement, 
s ince i t  i s  an ad junc t ion .  S i m i l a r l y ,  i n  our view, ad junc t ion  t o  I' i s  
a movement t o  a  [-HR] p o s i t i o n  and i s  thus expected t o  have t h e  
p rope r t i es  o f  a  Vbl-chain, cont rary  t o  f a c t .  Thus, i f '  Holmberg's 
proposal t h a t  t he  landing s i t e  o f  OS i s  an adjo ined p o s i t i o n  i s  
co r rec t ,  the  p roper t i es  o f  t he  chain created by 0:; would remain 
unexplained both i n  t h e  standard LGB model and i n  our system. I n  o ther  
words, Holmberg's proposal c o n f l i c t s  w i t h  both the! LGB d e f i n i t i o n  and 
our d e f i n i t i o n  o f  AN-chains. I n  Holmberg's view, however, t he re  i s  no 
c o n f l i c t  between the  nature o f  t he  landing s i t e  o f  OS and t h e  
p roper t i es  manifested by the chain created by 0s. Fol lowing Taraldsen 
(1986b),54 Holmberg adopts a  view i n  which it i s  r o t  t h e  landing s i t e  
o f  a  movement, but  t h e  nature o f  t he  element which heads a  chain which 
determines the  nature and t h e  p roper t i es  o f  t h a t  chain. Holmberg 
proposes the  f o l l o w i n g  d e f i n i t i o n s :  
( 123 )  
a.A t r a c e  i s  a  va r iab le  i f f  i t  i s  l o c a l l y  operator  bound 
b.A t race  i s  an anaphor i f f  i t  i s  l o c a l l y  non-operator bound 
Since t h e  t r a c e  o f  mainland Scandinavian ob jec t  s h i f t  i s  l o c a l l y  bound 
by an unstressed pronoun,i.e., an element which has no operator  
s ta tus ,  i t  fo l l ows  from the  d e f i n i t i o n  i n  (123) th,at t he  t race  i s  an 
anaphor and t h a t  t he  chain created by OS w i l l  have t h e  p roper t i es  o f  
Holmberg's proposed ana lys is  o f  ob jec t  s h i f t  raise:; an issue which up 
t o  now we have not  discussed. We have assumed, f o l l o w i n g  Chomsky 
(1981), t h a t  t he  nature and proper t ies  o f  a  given chain are determined 
by the  nature and p roper t i es  o f  t he  p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  head o f  t he  chain. 
----------- 
54. See a l so  Kayne ( 1 9 8 4 ) , "  On Complex Invers ion".  
A poss ib le  a l t e r n a t i v e  view, and the  one which Holmoerg has adopted, 
-s 
i s  t o  assume t h a t  the  nature and p rope r t i es  of a given chain are 
determined by the  nature and p rope r t i es  o f  t he  element heading the  
chain, d is regard ing  the  p o s i t i o n  i n  which i t  occurs, For expos i t iona l  
c l a r i t y ,  l e t  us c a l l  the hypothesis which views t h e  p rope r t i es  of t he  
landing s i t e  o f  the  head o f  a chain as the  determin-lng f a c t o r  t h e  
Landing S i t e  Determinat ion Hypothesis, o r  LSDH, and t h e  hypothesis 
which views p rope r t i es  of t he  head o f  t he  chain as the  determining 
f a c t o r  the  Head Determinat ion Hypothesis, o r  HDH. 
As we w i l l  show i n  the next  subsection, the  HDH adopted by Holmberg t o  
account f o r  t he  p rope r t i es  of OS i n  MS runs i n t o  ser ious problems once 
we extend our range o f  data t o  I ce land ic  0s. We have seen t h a t  MS 
ob jec t  s h i f t  i s  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  unstressed pronominals; i t  i s  thus no t  
poss ib le  t o  examine the  nature o f  t he  cha in  created by OS when the  
chain i s  headed by an operator.  As we w i l l  see i n  t h e  next subsect ion, 
however, such a v e r i f i c a t i o n  i s  poss ib le  i n  I ce land ic ,  s ince OS i n  
t h i s  language app l i es  t o  a broader se t  o f  cons t i tuents .  We w i l l  show 
t h a t  I ce land ic  ob jec t  s h i f t  provides s t rong support For t he  more 
standard determinat ion o f  chains, namely the  LSDH, over t he  HDH. 
3.3.2 Object s h i f t  i n  I c e l a n d i c  
I c e l a n d i c  ob jec t  s h i f t  d i f f e r s  from MS ob jec t  s h i f t  i n  two main 
respects : 
F i r s t ,  u n l i k e  mainland Scandinavian OS, I c e l a n d i c  OS occurs both i n  
main and i n  embedded clauses. We w i l l  assume, f o l l o w i n g  Holmberg, t h a t  
t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  f o l l o w s  from the  p rope r t i es  o f  the movement o f  t he  
verb i n  Ice landicS5.  As i s  we l l  known, I c e l a n d i c  d i f f e r s  from mainland 
Scandinavian i n  e x h i b i t i n g  the  verb-second phenomenon both  i n  main and 
i n  embedded clauses. As has been argued by Holmberg, t he re  i s  a  d i r e c t  
r e l a t i o n  between verb movement and 0s. Thus, t he  f a c t  t h a t  OS i s  
poss ib le  i n  embedded clauses i n  I c e l a n d i c  can be seen as a consequence 
o f  t h e  verb-second proper ty  o f  I c e l a n d i c  embedded clauses. 
Second, and more important f o r  our  present concerns, I c e l a n d i c  OS i s  
no t  l i m i t e d  t o  pronouns but  a l so  occurs w i t h  f u l l  NPs. Examples o f  
I c e l a n d i c  OS are given below56: 
(124) 
Main clause: 
a. Jon keyp t i  ekk i  baekunar 
Jon bought no t  t h e  books 
b. Jon keyp t i  baekunar ekk i  
Embedded clause: 
c. pa5 var  g a t t  a5 hann keyp t i  ekk i  baekunar 
i t  was good t h a t  he bought not  t h e  books 
d. pa5 var  g a t t  a5 hann keyp t i  baekunar ekk i  
(125) 
a. Sigga se tu r  a l d r e i  h l u t i n a  a  r e t t a n  s ta5  
Sigga puts never t h e  th ings  i n  t he  r i g h t  p lace 
b. Sigga se tu r  h l u t i n a  a l d r e i  a  r e t t a n  sta5 
Holmberg (1986) assumes t h a t  I c e l a n d i c  OS, l i k e  ma 
OS, has p rope r t i es  o f  AN-chains. A number o f  f a c t s  
i n land  Scandinav 
support t h i s  
55. See t he  f o l l o w i n g  sec t i on  f o r  an ana lys i s  o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between 
OS and verb movement 
56.  We thanks Gudrun Gunarsdot t i r  and f o r  t he  ds.ta i n  t h i s  sec t i on  
assumption. F i r s t ,  as shown i n  (126), I c e l a n d i c  OS, l i k e  MS OS, i s  
compatible w i t h  f l o a t e d  q u a n t i f i e r s .  
( 1  26) 
Eg l a s  baekunar a l l t a f / e k k i  a l l a r  
I read books always/not a l l  
As shown i n  (127), however, f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  are incompatible w i t h  
c l e a r  cases o f  Vbl-chains such as r e l a t i v e  clauses. 
(127) 
*baekunar sem Jon keyp t i  ekk i  a l l a r  
t he  books t h a t  John bought a l l  
Th is  prov ides a  f i r s t  argument t h a t  I ce land ic  OS has the  p rope r t i es  o f  
an AN-chain. Second, I ce land ic  OS does not  induce WCO v i o l a t i o n s .  To 
be able t o  show t h i s  we need t o  make a b r i e f  d ig ress ion  t o  descr ibe 
the  ECM cons t ruc t i on  i n  I ce land ic .  Consider t he  f o l l o w i n g  sentence: 
(128) 
Joni t e l u r  m i g  [i karnaskap sinumi] hafa e t i d h  hakar l  i m  
John be l ieves  me i n  fool ishness h i s  t o  have eaten the shark 
I n  h i s  fool ishness,  John be l ieves  me t o  have eaten the  shark 
(128), due t o  Thrainsson (1979), 1s a  somewhat p e c u l i a r  and very 
i n t e r e s t i n g  ECM cons t ruc t ion .  The p e c u l i a r i t y  o f  t h i s  ECM cons t ruc t i on  
res ides i n  the p o s i t i o n  o f  the  adjunct  phrase [ i karnaskap 
This adjunct  phrase conta ins an anaphor which can r e f e r  t o  
of t he  ma t r i x  clause, even though i t  appears t o  occur w i t h  
boundaries o f  t he  embedded ECM complement (s ince i t  occurs 
s i  num] . 
the  sub jec t  
i n  t he  
a f t e r  the  
pronoun mjg, t he  subject  o f  t he  embedded ECM complement). As shown i n  
(129), i f  the  complement i s  tensed, t he  anaphor contained i n  the  
adjunct  can no longer r e f e r  t o  t he  subject  o f  t he  ma t r i x  sentence. 
(129) 
*Joni t e l u r  [ cp  adh eg [i barnaskap s inumi]  hafa e t i d h  hakar l im 
John bel ieves t h a t  I i n  h i s  fool ishness have eaten the  shark 
Examples such as the  one i n  (128) have been used by Thrainsson t o  
argue f o r  t he  ex is tence o f  a  t ransformat ion of Ra'ising t o  Object,  I n  
h i s  view, t he  ob jec t  pronoun moves t o  the  ob jec t  p o s i t i o n  o f  the  
ma t r i x  verb. I n  t he  LGB model, however, the  existe!nce o f  a  
t rans format ion  o f  Ra is ing  t o  Object c o n f l i c t s  w i t h  the  p r o j e c t i o n  
p r i n c i p l e  and the  t h e t a - c r i t e r i o n ,  which preclude any movement t o  a 0- 
marked pos i t i on .  Preserv ing the  s p i r i t  o f  Thrainsson's ana lys is ,  
Holmberg (1986) proposes t o  reanalyze sentences such as (128 )  as 
instances o f  ob jec t  s h i f t .  I n  Holmberg's view, the s t r u c t u r e  o f  (128)  
i s  the  fo l l ow ing :  
(130) 
[ s  Jon t e l u r  [ V P  mig j  [ V P  [ i  barnaskap sinum] 
[ V P  t v  [s t j  hafa e t i d h  h a r l a k i m ] ] ] ] ]  
The pronoun mig has moved by OS from i t s  base p o s i t i o n  t o  a d j o i n  t o  
the  ma t r i x  VP. Thus, t he  f a c t  t h a t  the  anaphor i n s i d e  t h e  adjunct  
phrase can r e f e r  t o  the  ma t r i x  sub jec t  i s  no longer su rp r i s i ng ,  s ince 
it i s  p a r t  o f  t h e  ma t r i x  sentence. Holmberg prov ides many arguments 
i n  support o f  t h i s  hypothesis,  which we w i l l  adopt w i thout  any f u r t h e r  
discussion. Le t  us r e t u r n  now t o  the  quest ion o f  WCO. Consider t he  
fo110,wing example: 
(131 
Mar ia j  t e l u r  Joni 1 adhaun s i n n i j  a  modhur hansi ha4a e t i d h  harlakim. 
Maria bel ieves Jon i n  her  admirat ion fo r  h i s  mother t o  have eaten 
the  shark 
I n  h e r j  admirat ion f o r  h i s i  mother, Mar ia j  bel ieves 
John t o  have eaten the  shark 
Since i n  (131) t he  adjunct  phrase conta ins an anaphor bound t o  the  
ma t r i x  subject  Mar ia ,  we conclude t h a t  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  the  NP Jon has 
been der ived by OS. I f  so, t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  (131) i s  as i n  (132): 
[Mar ia j  t e l u r ~  [Joni [[i adhaun s i n n i j  a  modhur hansi ]  t v  [ ti 
hafa..  , 
(132) 1s an S-st ructure con f i gu ra t i on  o f  WCO, s ince the  NP Jon binds 
both the pronoun bans and i t s  own t r a c e  ti i n  the  sub jec t  p o s i t i o n  o f  
t he  ECM complement. But t he  gramrnat ical i ty o f  (132) under the  des i red  
reading shows t h a t  the  movement o f  the  ob jec t  Jon does no t  induce WCO, 
Th is  conf irms the  hypothesis t h a t  OS creates an AN-chain. 
A t h i r d  argument i n  support of t he  hypothesis t h a t  ob jec t  s h i f t  
creates AN-chains i s  the  f a c t  t h a t  i t  does not  l i cence p a r a s i t i c  gaps. 
As shown i n  (134) ,  I ce land ic  a l lows regu la r  p a r a s i t i c  gap 
cons t ruc t  ions: 
(134) 
a . ( ? )  Hvadha bok l a s  t u  an thess a t h  kaupa? 
which book d i d  you read w i thout  buying? 
b. Hvadha granmeti b o r t a r  thu  an thess a t h  s jo tha? 
Which vegetable do you eat  w i thout  cooking 
As shown I n  ( 1 3 3 ) ,  however, p a r a s i t i c  gaps are not  poss ib le  w i t h  0s. 
(133) 
a.*Eg l a s  baekurnar a l l t a f / e k k i  an thess adh kaupa 
I read books always/not w i thout  buying 
b.*Eg bor tadh i  p e t t a  granmeti e k k i / a l d r e i  an thess adh sjodha 
I eat  t h i s  vegetable not  /never w i thout  cooking 
One could argue t h a t  i,n (133) the  p a r a s i t i c  gap i s  ru led  out not  
because o f  the  nature o f  t he  chain, bu t  because the  s h i f t e d  ob jec t  
does not  r a i s e  h igh  enough t o  c-command the  adjunct  clause and the  
p a r a s i t i c  gap. As shown i n  (134),  however, an o b j e c t - s h i f t e d  pronoun 
induces a  c o n d i t i o n  C v i o l a t i o n  w i t h  a  l e x i c a l  ob jec t  conta ined i n  the  
complement clause. This  shows t h a t  c-command must ob ta in  between t h e  
ra ised ob jec t  and the  adjunct  clause. 
( 1  34) 
*Eg h i t t i  hani e k k i / a l d r e i  an thess adh h i t t a  s y s t u r  Peters i  
I met him not/never before meeting Pe te r ' s  s i s t e r ,  
I d i d  no t  meet him before I met Pe te r ' s  s i s t e r  
As we have seen, I c e l a n d i c  OS can move a  f u l l  NP cons t i t uen t .  I t  i s  
s tandardly  assumed t h a t  when they are no t  moved t o  the  i n i t i a l  
p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  sentence, WH-phrases can genera l l y  occur i n  p o s i t i o n s  
a v a i l a b l e  t o  NP. I f  so, we expect a  WH-phrase i n  s i t u  t o  be ab le  t o  
undergo ob jec t  s h i f t .  That t h i s  i s  indeed poss ib le  i s  shown i n  (135): 
(135) 
a.Hver l a s  ekk i  hvadha baekur 
who read not  which book 
b.Hver 1as hvadha baekur ekk i  
c.  Hver keyp t i  e k k i / a l d r e i  hvadha bok 
who bought no t  which book 
d. Hver keyp t i  hvadha bok e k k i / a l d r e i  
e.Hver h e l t  adh eg l a e s i  e k k i / a l d r e i  hvadha baekur 
Who t h i n k s  t h a t  I read not/never which book 
f.Hver h e l t  adh eg l a e s i  hvadha baekur e k k i l a l d r e i  
g.Hver h e l t  adh eg l a e s i  e k k i l a l d r e i  hvern 
Who t h i n k s  t h a t  I read who not/never 
h.Hver h e l t  adh eg l a e s i  hvern e k k i / a l d r e i  
This  f a c t  1s p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n t e r e s t i n g  s ince  i t  prov.ides us w i t h  a 
poss ib le  t e s t  o f  the  v a l i d i t y  o f  t he  Head Determinat ion Hypothesis o f  
t he  na ture  o f  chains. Since t h e  HDH takes i n t o  account t he  na,ture o f  
t he  head o f  t he  chain t o  determine the  nature o f  a g iven chain, there  
should be a c r u c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  cases o f  OS given i n  (124) 
and (125), which i nvo l ve  an NP, and those g iven i n  (135), which 
i nvo l ve  a WH-phrase. The HDH p r e d i c t s  t h a t  a chain headed by a non- 
operator  should have the  p rope r t i es  o f  an AN-chain and t h a t  a chain 
headed by an operator  should have t h e  p rope r t i es  o f  a Vbl 
OS w i t h  a WH-phrase should c rea te  a Vbl-chain and n o t  an , 
a consequence, we expect OS w i t h  a WH-phrase t o  mani fest  
p rope r t i es  o f  Vbl-chains, such as the  l i c e n s i n g  o f  paras i  
-chain. Thus, 
AN-chain. As 
t he  t y p i c a l  
t i c  gap 
cons t ruc t ions  and WCO e f fec ts .  As shown i n  (136) and (137).  however, 
t h i s  p r e d i c t i o n  i s  not  supported by the  fac ts .  P a r a s i t i c  gap 
cons t ruc t ions  w i t h  s h i f t e d  WH-phrases have the  same s ta tus  as the  
p a r a s i t i c  gap cons t ruc t ions  w i t h  s h i f t e d  NPs as i n  (133) above: Both 
are  completely ungrammatical. 
(136) 
a. *Hver h e l t  adh eg l a e s i  hvadha baekurnar a l l t a f / e k k i  an thess 
adh kaupa 
Who t h i n k s  t h a t  I read which books always /not before buying 
b.* Hver e t u r  hvadha granmeti e k k i / a l d r e i  an thess adh sjodha 
Who eats  which vegetable not/never w i thout  c o o k b g  
Moreover, WCO e f f e c t s  a re  no t  induced by an ob jec t - sh i f t ed  WH-phrase, 
as would be expected under the  HDH. Consider t he  example i n  (137): 
(137) 
Hver t e l u r  hvern [i adhdaun s i n n i  a  modhur hans 1 hafa e t i d  
hakar l  i m  
W h ~ i  bel ieves whoj i n  h i s i  admirat ion f o r  h i s j  
mother t o  have eaten the  shark. 
(137) has b a s i c a l l y  the  same S-structure representat ion as (131), 
except t h a t  i n  (137) the  element which has been moved by OS out  o f  t he  
sub jec t  o f  t he  ECM const ruc t ion  i s  a  WH-element and not  an NP. We 
observe, however, t h a t  i n  t h i s  case, j u s t  as i n  (131), t h e  b ind ing o f  
t h e  second pronominal by the  s h i f t e d  element i s  possib le:  no WCO 
e f f e c t s  are induced. 
The f a c t  t h a t  t h e  chain created by an ob jec t - sh i f t ed  operator does not  
mani fest  p roper t i es  o f  Vbl-chains ra i ses  a  ser ious problem f o r  t h e  HDH 
and consequently f o r  Holmberg's proposed ana lys is  o f  ob jec t  s h i f t .  
Recal l  t h a t  under Holmberg's proposal, t he  landing s i t e  o f  OS i s  an 
adjoined pos i t i on .  Consequently, under the  LSDH we expect t h e  chain 
created by OS t o  have proper t ies  o f  Vbl-chains. As we have seen above, 
t h i s  p r e d i c t i o n  i s  i nco r rec t .  The HDH c o r r e c t l y  p r e d i c t s  t h a t  a  chain 
created under t h e  ob jec t  s h i f t  o f  a non-operator, t h a t  i s ,  a  pronoun 
o r  a  f u l l  NP, has p roper t i es  o f  an AN-chain; but  i t  i n c o r r e c t l y  
p r e d i c t s  t h a t  t h e  chain created under the  ob jec t  s t - i f t  o f  an operator  
should have t h e  proper t ies  o f  a  Vbl-chain. Th is  suggests t h a t  an 
ana lys is  o f  OS which views the  landing s i t e  o f  t h i s  movement as an 
adjoined p o s i t i o n  i s  not  adequate under e i t h e r  hypothesis. I n  
fo l lowing sect ion,  we w i l l  suggest a  mod i f i ca t i on  o f  Holmberg's 
ana lys is  which w i l l  capture the  p roper t i es  of OS w i thout  running i n t o  
the  problems ra ised by the  adoption of the  HDH. We propose t h a t  the  
1 and ng s i t e  of OS i s  no t  an adjoined pos i t i on ,  bu t  t he  spec i f i e r  o f  a  
f unc t i ona l  p ro jec t i on .  Recal l  t h a t  i n  our view the  s p e c i f i e r  o f  a  
func t i ona l  category i s  a  [+HRl  pos i t i on .  We have argued f u r t h e r  t h a t  
the  chain created by movement t o  a  [+HR] p o s i t i o n  has t h e  p rope r t i es  
o f  an AN-chain. Under such a  view, t he  LSDH can be maintained w i thout  
u n d e s i r a b l e  consequences, and the  absence o f  any d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
an OS chain headed by an operator  and an OS chain headed by a  non- 
operator  i s  expected. Before we t u r n  t o  such an ana lys is ,  we b r i e f l y  
discuss some add i t i ona l  evidence against  t he  HDH. 
3 . 3 . 3  Evidence aga ins t  t he  Head Determinat ion Hypothesis 
I n  the  prev ious subsect ion we saw t h a t  t he  p rope r t i es  o f  OS w i t h  a  WH- 
phrase i n  I c e l a n d i c  prov ide an argument against  t h e  Head Determinat ion 
Hypothesis (HDH) o f  the  nature o f  chains. Evidence against  t he  HDH can 
a l s o  be found i n  Engl ish.  Consider t he  f o l l o w i n g  example: 
(138) Who t h i n k s  t h a t  who seems t o  be happy. 
The S-st ructure o f  (138) i s  given i n  (139): 
1 3 9 )  [ C P  who [IP t h i n k s  [ C P  t h a t  [IP who4 seems [ ti t o  be 
happy I I I I I 
I n  (139),  t he  second WH-phrase i s  i n  the  subject  p o s i t i o n  o f  seems 
a f t e r  r a i s i n g .  I n  a theory i n  which i t  i s  the  nature o f  t he  head o f  a  
chain which determines the  nature o f  t he  chain, t he  chain (whoi, t i )  
i s  expected t o  have the  p rope r t i es  o f  a  Vbl-chain. Consequently, we 
expect such a chain t o  induce crossover e f f e c t s  and t o  l i cense  
p a r a s t i c  gaps. As we show, however, n e i t h e r  o f  these p red i c t i ons  1s 
f u l f i l l e d .  
Consider f i r s t  t he  example i n  (140): 
(140) who t h i n k s  t h a t  whoi seems t o  h i s i  mother t o  be happy. 
A p a r t i a l  S-st ructure f o r  (140) i s  given i n  (141): 
(141). . . [ C P  t h a t  [IP whoi seems t o  h i s i  mother [ t i  t o  be happy] ] I  
(141) i s  an S-st ructure con f i gu ra t i on  f o r  WCO: t he  WH-phrase binds 
both i t s  t race  and a  coindexed pronoun, n e i t h e r  o f  which c-commnds the  
o ther .  But as shown by the  grammat ica l i ty  o f  (140),  WCO e f f e c t s  are 
no t  induced. Consequently, we can conclude t h a t  desp i te  the  f a c t  t h a t  
t he  chain (whoi, t i )  i s  headed by an operator ,  the  chain has the  
p rope r t i es  o f . a n  AN-chain. The absence of WCO e f f e c t s  i n  (140) i s  
c o r r e c t l y  p red ic ted  by a  theory which takes the  nature o f  t he  p o s i t i o n  
o f  the  chain t o  be the  re levant  f a c t o r ,  i .e . ,  the  LSDH, bu t  no t  by the  
HDH, as represented by Holmberg's d e f i n i t i o n s  g iven i n  (123) above. 
One could argue t h a t  t he  grammat ica l i ty  o f  (140) i s  due n o t  t o  a  
f a i l u r e  o f  the  HDH but  t o  t he  f a c t  t h a t  WCO e f f e c t s  on ly  ob ta in  a t  LF. 
The schematic LF s t r u c t u r e  o f  (140) i s  t he  fo l low ing:  
(142) [whoi [whoj [ t j  t h i n k s  [ ( t h a t )  [ t ' i  seems t o  h i s  mother [ t i  
t o  be happy 111111 
A t  LF, ti i s  l o c a l l y  bound by t ' i ,  which i s  no t  an operator.  Thus 
under a  l i t e r a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t he  HDH, ti i s  no t  a va r iab le ,  s ince 
i t  i s  no t  l o c a l l y  bound by an operator ,  and WCO e f f e c t s  a re  no t  
expected. Note, however, t h a t  i f  t h e  non-operator s ta tus  o f  t h e  
in termediate t r a c e  i s  taken t o  be t h e  re levant  f a c t o r  which exp la ins  
the  absence o f  WCO i n  (140), and t h i s  q u i t e  independently o f  any 
cons idera t ion  of t h e  p o s i t i o n  i n  which it occurs, we expect 
in termediate t r a c e  t o  have s i m i l a r  e f f e c t s  and thus t o  suppress WCO. 
Th is  cannot be co r rec t :  consider f o r  instance the  f o l l o w i n g  example o f  
long-distance ex t rac t i on :  
(143) *Whoi do you t h i n k  t h a t  h i s i  mother loves 
(143)) shows WCO e f f e c t s ,  even though 1 t  i s  genera l l y  assumed t h a t  t he  
Spec o f  t he  CP o f  t he  embedded sentence conta ins an in termediate t r a c e  
l e f t  by the  movement o f  who accross t h a t  CP. 
(144) [ c p  w h ~ i [  you t h i n k  [ c p  t ' i  t h a t  [IP h i s i  mother loves t i ] ] ] ]  
I f  so, ti i n  (144) i s  l o c a l l y  bound by t ' i .  Since t ' i  i s  no t  an 
operator ,  ti w i l l  no t  be def ined as a  v a r i a b l e  and we do no t  expect 
WCO e f f e c t s  t o  ob ta in  i n  the  embedded clause, cont rary  t o  f a c t .  This  
shows t h a t  even i f  WCO does no t  ob ta in  u n t i l  LF, t he  HDH cannot 
account p rope r l y  f o r  the  fac ts .  The con t ras t  between (140) and (143) 
shows t h a t  reference t o  the  nature o f  the  landing s i t e  of a  movement 
i s  needed t o  determine the  p rope r t i es  o f  a cha inn5 '  That t he  chain 
(whoi , ti ) i n  s t ruc tu res  such as (138)  and (140) i s  an AN-chain, as 
----------- 
57. Pushing th ings  a  l i t t l e  f u r t h e r ,  one might argue t h a t  i n  (143) t he  
in termediate t r a c e  gets deleted. Note, however, t h a t  one would 
have t o  f i n d  a  reason f o r  why the  t r a c e  i n  the  sub jec t  p o s i t i o n  o f  
seems i n  (140) does not  a l so  get deleted.  Here again, it seems 
q u i t e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  avoid reference t o  the  nature o f  t h e  p o s i t i o n  
i n  which the t r a c e  occurs i n  making t h e  re levant  d i s t i n c t i o n .  
p r e d i c t e d  by t h e  LSDH b u t  n o t  by t h e  HDH, i s  confirmed by t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  i t  cannot l i c e n s e  a  p a r a s i t i c  gap. Consider t h e  example i n  (145):  
(145)* Who t h i n k s  t h a t  who was k i l l e d  be fo re  Mary cou ld  meet 
The S -s t ruc tu re  o f t h e  embedded c lause  i n  (145) i s  g iven  i n  (146): 
(146)  . . . [ C P  t h a t  [IP whoi was [ V P  k i l l e d  ti I [ be fo re  Mary cou ld  meet 
e i l l l  
I n  (146) ,  w h ~ i  c-commands bo th  i t s  t r a c e  w i t h i n  t h e  VP and t h e  gap 
w i t h i n  t h e  ad junc t .  Thus, t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  i s  comparable t o  t h a t  o f  good 
cases o f  p a r a s i t i c  gap l i c e n s i n g  such as (1471, except  f o r  t h e  
p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  WH-element. 
(147) ? I wonder who he k i l l e d  be fo re  Mary cou ld  meet 
Under t h e  HDH, t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  does n o t  ma t te r ;  the' cha in  (who+, 
t i ) , s i n c e  i t  i s  headed by an ope ra to r ,  i s  a  Vbl -chain i n  bo th  cases. 
We would thus  expect a  p a r a s i t i c  gap t o  be l i censed  i n  s t r u c t u r e  such 
as (146),  c o n t r a r y  t o  f a c t .  The ungrammat ica l i t y  c f  (145) t hus  
p rov ides  f u r t h e r  suppor t  f o r  t h e  LSDH over  t h e  HDH. 
S t rong  c r o s s l i n g u i s t i c  evidence f o r  t h e  LSDH a l s o  comes f rom t h e  cases 
o f  scrambl ing we have s tud ied  i n  sec t i ons  3.1 and 3.2.  Reca l l  t h a t  i n  
bo th  H ind i  and Japanese, t h e  scrambl ing o f  a  WH-operator has t h e  
p r o p e r t i e s  o f  an AN-chain, s i nce  i t  does n o t  induce WCO e f f e c t s .  
Again, t h i s  i s  unexpected under t h e  HDH b u t  expected under t h e  LSDH 
i f ,  as we propose, scrambl ing i nvo l ves  movement t o  [+HR] p o s i t i o n s  and 
movement t o  [+HR] pos t i ons  always c rea tes  AN-cha1ns. 
As we have argued i n  t h i s  subsect ion, t he re  are  a  number o f  reason$to  
choose the  LSDH over the  HDH. I n  l i g h t  o f  these arguments, i t appears 
t h a t  t he  phenomenon o f  ob jec t  s h i f t  should no t  be analyzed as movement 
which creates an adjunct ion:  an a l t e r n a t i v e  ana lys is  i s  required. We 
t u r n  t o  t h i s  task i n  the  next subsection. 
3.3.4 Object  s h i f t  as movement t o  an [+HR] pos i t ion '  
3.3.4.1 Verb movement i n  Scandinavian 
I n  t h i s  sect ion,  we o u t l i n e  a proposal f o r  an ana lys is  o f  o b j e c t  s h i f t  
i n  Mainland Scandinavian (MS) and I c e l a n d i c  (IC) as i n v o l v i n g  a  
movement o f  t he  ob jec t  t o  t he  s p e c i f i e r  o f  an in termediate func t i ona l  
p r o j e c t i o n .  Recal l  t h a t  i n  our view, the  s p e c i f i e r  of a  func t i ona l  
p r o j e c t i o n  i s  a [ t H R ]  p o s i t i o n .  Since movement t o  a  [+HR] p o s i t i o n  
creates an AN-chain, t he  f a c t  t h a t  ob jec t  s h i f t  has AN-chain 
p rope r t i es  w i l l  f o l l o w  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  under such an analys is .  As qe 
mentioned e a r l i e r ,  Object S h i f t  appears t o  be "pa ras t i c "  on t h e  
movement o f  main verbs both i n  MS and i n  1 C .  It i s  c l e a r  t h a t  any 
ana lys i s  o f  ob jec t  s h i f t  i n  these languages must account f o r  t h i s  
r e s t r i c t i o n .  Thus, as a  f i r s t  s tep  t o  our  account o f  o b j e c t  s h i f t ,  we 
must t u r n  t o  an ana lys is  o f  the  p rope r t i es  o f  verb movement i n  MS and 
1C respec t i ve l y .  We w i l l  proceed as fo l lows:  f i r s t  we summarize the  
main aspects o f  t he  l i n k  between verb movement and ob jec t  s h i f t  
through a  review o f  Holmberg's analys is .  Then we t u r n  t o  the  
expos i t i on  o f  our proposal.  Our account w i l l  cover both the  main 
p rope r t i es  o f  verb movement i n  MS and 1C.and the  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on 
ob jec t  s h i f t .  As we w i l l  show, the  r e s t r i c t i o n  on ob jec t  s h i f t  w i l l  
f o l l o w  i n  p a r t  from our ana lys is  o f  verb movement. 
The f o l l o w i n g  paradigm summarizes the  main d i f f e rences  i n  word order  
between MS and I ce land ic :  
(148) Swedish: 
Main clause 
-- 
a.Johan kopte i n t e  den 
Johan bought no t  it 
b.Johan kopte den i n t e  
c.*Johan i n t e  kopte den 
Embedded clause 
d . * a t t  Johan kopte i n t e  den 
t h a t  Johan bought not  i t  
e . * a t t  Johan kopte den i n t e  
f. a t t  Johan i n t e  kopte den 
(149)  I ce land ic :  
Main clause 
-- 
a. Jon keyp t i  ekk i  hann 
Jon bought no t  i t  
b, Jon keypt i  hann ekk i  
c. *Jon ekk i  keyp t i  hann 
Embedded c1 ause 
d.a5 Jon k e y p t i  e k k i  hann 
t h a t  Jon bought n o t  i t  
e.a5 Jon k e y p t i  hann e k k i  
f .*a5 Jon e k k i  k e y p t i  hann 
As i s  apparent f rom t h e  paradigm i n  (148) and (149), t h e  p o s s i b l e  word 
o rde rs  o f  MS and 1 C  a re  e x a c t l y  p a r a l l e l  i n  main c lauses,  and e x a c t l y  
reversed i n  embedded clauses. I n  Holmberg's v iew, these s i m i l a r i t i e s  
and d i f f e r e n c e s  betwen t h e  word o rde r  o f  MS and 1 C  f ' o l l ow from t h e  s e t  
o f  hypotheses g iven  i n  (150) :  
1 5 0 )  
1 )  I n  main c lauses,  t h e  verb  r a i s e s  o b l i g a t o r i l y  t o  C i n  MS b u t  n o t  i n  
1 C .  
2 )  The verb moves o b l i g a t o r i l y  t o  I i n  bo th  languages. VP 1s pruned 
a f t e r  V t o  I i n  MS bu t  no t  i n  I C .  
3 )  The base p o s i t i o n  o f  sentence adverbs d i f f e r s  i n  MS and i n  1 C :  
I n  MS, S-adverbs a re  at tached t o  1': 
I,---> S adv I' 
I n  I C ,  S-adverbs a re  at tached t o  VP: 
VP ---> S-adv VP 
4)  I n  bo th  languages, OS i s  o n l y  p o s s i b l e  when t h e  o b j e c t  i s  governed 
by a verba l  t r a c e  and n o t  by t he  verb i t s e l f .  
I n  Holmberg's view t h i s  l a t t e r  assumption de r i ves  f rom t h e  Case 
mark ing p rope r t y  o f  a verb  vs t h e  Case marking p r o p e r t i e s  o f  a verb  
t r a c e .  Holbmberg assumes t h a t  a verb  must o b l i g a t o r i l y  ass ign  Case bu t  
t h a t  a verb  t r a c e  can ass ign  Case o p t i o n a l l y .  He assumes a d d i t i o n a l l y  
t h a t  t he  head on an A-chain must s a t i s f y  t h e  Case f i l t e r  bu t  t h a t  t h e  
f o o t  o f  an A-chain must no t  be Case marked. Given these assumptions, 
i f  OS occurs when the  ob jec t  i s  governed by a Case assigning verb, t he  
r e s u l t i n g  chain w i l l  be excluded because Case i s  assigned t o  the  f o o t  
o f  the  chain. On t h e  o ther  hand, if OS occurs when the  ob jec t  i s  
governed by a verb t race ,  t h e  f o o t  o f  t h e  chain w i l l  no t  be marked f o r  
Case. Holmberg moreover proposes t h a t  t he  Case requirement on the  head 
o f  an A-chain can be s a t i s f i e d  by ove r t  morphological Case. We r e t u r n  
t o  a d iscussion o f  t h i s  l a t t e r  assumption a t  the  end o f  t h i s  sect ion.  
For t he  moment, l e t  us see how t h i s  s e t  o f  hypothesis captures the  
f a c t s  i n  (148) and (149). F i r s t ,  i t  f o l l o w s  from (-150) 1)  t h a t  main 
clause word order ,  al though s u p e r f i c i a l l y  i d e n t i c a h  r e f l e c t s  a 
d i f f e r e n t  s t r u c t u r e  i n  MS and i n  I C .  The s t ruc tu res  o f  MS and 1C main 
clauses are  given i n  (151) and ( 1 5 2 ) :  
(151)  MS: 
c P 
/ \ 
Johan C '  
/ \ 
kopte I P  
/ \ 
I ' 
/ \ 
i n t e  I/'W 
/ \ 
i / v  den 
c P 
/ \ 
c ' 
/ \ 
I P 
/ \ 
Jon I' 
/ \ 
k e y p t i  VP 
/ \ 
e k k i  VP 
/ \ 
v  hann 
I n  (151), VP p run ing  has taken p lace  a f t e r  t h e  movement o f  t h e  verb  t o  
I. But s i nce  t h e  main verb  has f u r t h e r  moved t o  C,  t h e  o b j e c t  i s  
governed by a  verba l  t r a c e ;  consequent ly o b j e c t  s h i f ' t  i s  poss ib l e .  I n  
(152),  t h e  verb  has ra i sed  t o  I, but  VP p run ing  has n o t  occurred.  
Thus, t h e  o b j e c t  i s  a l s o  governed by a  verba l  t r ace ,  and o b j e c t  s h i f t  
i s  poss ib l e .  Th i s  accounts s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  f o r  examples a. and b. i n  
(148) and (149) .  The c. examples a re  accounted f o r  because t h e  
movement o f  t h e  verb  t o  C o r  t o  I 1s assumed t o  be o b l i g a t o r y  i n  bo th  
cases. 
L e t  us now t u r n  t o  embedded clauses. The s t r u c t u r e  o f  embedded c lauses 
i n  MS and 1C a re  g iven  i n  (153) and (154) :  
(153) MS: 
c P 
/ \ 
c 
/ \ 
a t t  I P  
/ \ 
Johan I '  
/ \ 
i n t e  I ' /VP 
/ \ 
kopte den 
c P 
/ \ 
c ' 
/ \ 
a5 I P  
/ \ 
jon  I' 
/ \ 
keypty VP 
/ \ 
i kke  VP 
/ \ 
v hann 
Movement o f  t he  verb t o  C i s  impossible because C i s  occupied by an 
ove r t  complementizer. Movement o f  t h e  V t o  I has occurred i n  both 
languages, bu t  VP pruning has taken p lace i n  MS and not  i n  1C.  
Consequently, t he  ob jec t  i s  governed by a verbal  t , race on ly  i n  I C ,  so 
ob jec t  s h i f t  i s  poss ib le  on ly  i n  1C.  
Although the  set  o f  hypotheses made by Holmberg accounts c o r r e c t l y  
f o r  t h e  paradigm i n  (148) and (149), i t  i s  conceptual ly  problematic i n  
two respects. F i r s t ,  i t  i s  unclear why there  should be a d i f f e r e n c e  i n  
t h e  placement o f  sen ten t ia l  adverbs i n  MS and 1 C .  Second, i t  1s 
unclear why t h e  movement o f  t h e  verb t o  I should load t o  VP pruning i n  
MS but  not  i n  1C. Note t h a t  each o f  these hypotheses i s  c r u c i a l  t o  
account respect ive ly  f o r  1) t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i n  MS embedded clauses, 
sen ten t ia l  adverbs must precede t h e  verbs (Cf. (148)d.) and 2) t he  
f a c t  t h a t  ob jec t  s h i f t  i s  impossible i n  MS embedded clauses ( C f .  
(148)e. and f.). 
As mentioned by Holmberg, there  i s  no empi r ica l  evidence support ing 
movement of t h e  V t o  I i n  MS. Thus, i t  i s  never poss ib le  t o  f i n d  t h e  
word order V Adverb NP, even i f  t h e  adverb i n  quest ion i s  a VP 
adverb58 Given t h i s  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s ,  one may wonder what t h e  
mo t i va t i on  i s  f o r  t h e  c la im t h a t  V ra i ses  t o  I i n  MS. 
The mo t i va t i on  appears i n  f a c t  t o  be c r o s s - l i n g u i s t i c .  I t  invo lves  a  
comparison o f  t he  p o s s i b i l t i e s  o f  verb movement i n  Engl ish and i n  MS. 
As assumed by a number o f  l i n g u i s t s  (Emonds, Po l lock ,  Chomksy, among 
many o thers) ,  verb movement d i s t i ngu i shes  between a u x i l i a r y  verbs and 
main verbs i n  Engl ish: a u x i l i a r y  verbs can move t o  I, and t o  C, bu t  
main verbs never do. Roughly speaking, t h i s  assumption i s  supported 
e s s e n t i a l l y  by two fac ts :  
1 )  negat ion and s e n t e n t i a l  adverb can f o l l o w  a u x i l i a r i e s ,  bu t  never 
main verbs. 
2 )  a u x i l i a r i e s ,  bu t  n o t  main verbs, can occur i n  C i n  i n t e r r o g a t i v e  
sentences i n  Engl ish.  
Combining 1 )  and 2 ) ,  we ob ta in  the  f o l l o w i n g  genera l i za t i on  about verb 
movement i n  Engl ish: 
a . I f  a V moves t o  I then it can move t o  C 
b . I f  a  V does not  move t o  I then i t  cannot move t o  C 
----------- 
5 8 .  An i n t r i g u i n g  f a c t  i s  t h a t  VP adverbs can apparent ly no t  occur ( a t  
l e a s t  i n  Norwegian ( A r i l d  Hestv ik  (pc)) and Danish (Maria B i t n e r  
(pc) )  between the  AUX and the  past p a r t i c i p l e  i n  embedded 
sentsnces; nor  can they occur before the Aux; they must always 
f o l l o w  the  ob jec t .  Assuming as i s  na tu ra l  t h a t  the  past p a r t i c i p l e  
i s  i n  t he  D-st ructure p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  verb, t h i s  f a c t  suggests 
t h a t  VP adverbs can never be l e f t  ad jo ined t o  t h c  VP. I f  so the  
absence o f  t h e  sequence V Adv NP might j u s t  r e f l e c t  t h i s  f a c t  and 
not  t he  absence o f  movement o f  the  V t o  I. 
The quest ion now a r i ses  whether t h i s  genera l i za t i on  holds cross- 
l i n g u i s t i c a l l y ,  t h a t  i s ,  whether i t  i s  a  un iversa l  p roper ty  o f  verb 
movement (presumably due t o  the  Head-to-Head c o n s t r a i n t )  o r  whether i t  
i s  simply a  s p e c i f i c  p roper ty  o f  verb movement i n  Engl ish. 
We w i l l  d ig ress  somewhat from the  main concern o f  t h i s  sec t i on  t o  
argue t h a t  t he  genera l i za t i on  i n  (155) should indeed be taken as 
having the  s ta tus  o f  a  un i ve rsa l .  
3.3.4.2 Universal  p roper ty  o f  verb movement t o  C 
As i s  w e l l  known, Romance languages a l low main verbs t o  move both  t o  I 
and t o  C ,  movement t o  C occur ing f o r  instance i n  d i r e c t  quest ions. We 
can thus conclude t h a t  genera l i za t i on  ( l55)a .  c l e a r l y  holds f o r  
Romance languages as w e l l .  What about genera l i za t i on  (155)b.? As 
argued by Po l lock  (1989), t he re  i s  a t  l e a s t  one ca:;e i n  which a  main 
verb cannot move t o  I i n  Romance: t h i s  i s  t he  case o f  main verbs i n  
French i n f i n i t i v a l  sentences. Evidence f o r  t h i s  conies from the  f a c t  
t h a t  t rench i n f i n i t i v a l s  cannot precede the  negat ion: 
(156)a. Ne pas f i n i r  sa th6se a temps e s t  t r 6 s  danqereux 
To no t  f i n i s h  your t h e s i s  on t ime i s  very dangerous 
b.*Ne f i n i r  pas sa th6se A temps e s t  t r h s  clangereux 
i n f i n i t  
p r i n c i p  
assumed 
To check t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  (155)b. f o r  French, we must f i n d  an 
i v a l  context  i n  which the movement o f  the  verb t o  C should i n  
I e  be possib le.  Non-embedded i n t e r r o g a t i v e s  are genera l l y  
t o  be contexts i n  which V can ( o r  must) move t o  C. As shown i n  
(157), French a l lows i n f i n i t i v a l  i n te r roga t i ves  t o  clccur q u i t e  f r e e l y  
as non-embedded in te r roga t i ves .  Consider t he  f o l l o w i n g  examples: 
(157) 
a. Qui v o i r  ? 
Whom t o  see? 
b. Que f a i  re? 
What t o  do? 
c. Oh a l l e r ?  
Where t o  go? 
d. Comment r e s i s t e r  6 l a  tentation?SS 
How t o  r e s i s t  temptat ion? 
Since the  i n t e r r o g a t i v e  sentences i n  (157)  are no t  embedded, we might 
exoect them t o  a l low the  movement o f  some verbal  element t o  C. I f  so 
there  are i n  f a c t  two p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  E i t h e r  an empty I moves t o  C, o r  
e l s e  the  main verb i t s e l f  moves t o  C.  I f  the  genera l i za t i on  i n  (155)b. 
were on ly  a s p e c i f i c  p roper ty  o f  Eng l ish  verb movement, we may expect 
t he  movement o f  main verbs t o  C t o  be poss ib le  I n  these French 
i n f i n i t i v a l  quest ions. Recal l  t h a t ,  as assumed by Pol lock,  negat ion 
occurs lower than I / T  i n  French. I f  a main verb could move t o  C i n  
i n f i n i t i v a l  i n t e r r o g a t i v e s ,  bypassing the  I / T  p r o j e c t i o n ,  we would 
expect the  f o l l o w i n g  p a t t e r n  t o  be possib le:  a main verb should be 
able t o  precede the  negat ion i n  i n f i n i t i v a l  i n t e r r o g a t i v e s  even though 
59.  That these sentences are no t  l u s t  embedded sentences whose 
embedding verb has been con tex tua l l y  deleted i s  shown by the  f a c t  
t h a t  these i n t e r r o g a t i v e s  can have the  value o f  yes/no quest ions: 
E t r e  ou ne pas g t r e ?  Dormir? P a r t i r ?  Rester? ("To be o r  no t  t o  be? 
To sleep? To leave? To s tay? " ) .  These are always impossible i n  
embedded contexts: *Je me demande p a r t i r  / *Je mt? demande s i  
p a r t i r  ( " I  wonder (whether) t o  go").  Note t h a t  i rn  Engl ish, an 
i n f i n i t i v a l  quest ion can never have the  form o f  an embedded yes/no 
quest ion: What t o  do? Where t o  go? *Whether t o  leave o r  t o  stay? 
This suggests t h a t  Engl ish i n f i n i t i v a l  quest ions a l so  have the  
p rope r t i es  o f  ma t r i x  quest ions. 
it cannot precede i t  i n  regu lar  i n f i n i t i v a l  complements. The schematic 
s t r u c t u r e  would be as i n  (158): 
(158) [ C P  q ~ i i  [ c *  V [TP..T.. [ N E G P .  .pas [ V P .  t v .  . t i ] ] ] ] ]  
This p r e d i c t i o n ,  however, i s  no t  f u l f i l l e d .  As shown i n  (159 ) ,  main 
verbs can never precede the  negat ion i n  i n f i n i t i v e 1  i n te r roga t i ves :  
(159) 
a. Qui ne pas c r o i r e  ? 
b. *Qu i ne c r o  i r e  pas 
c. *Qui c r o i  r e  ne pas 
Whom not  t o  be l ieve? 
d. 00 ne pas a l l e r ?  
e. *OQ n '  a l l e r  pas 
f. *0Q a l l e r  ne pas 
Where no t  t o  go? 
As shown by Pol lock (1989), a u x i l i a r y  verbs, u n l i k e  rnain verbs, can 
move t o  I / T  i n  i n f i n i t i v a l s .  As pred ic ted ,  a u x i l i a r i e s  can a l so  
I precede negat ion i n  i n f i n i t i v a l  i n te r roga t i ves :  
(160)  
O u  i n v i t e r  sa f iancee,  ou ne pas i n v i t e r  sa belle-mhre? 
*00 i n v i t e r  sa f iancee, 00 n ' i n v i t e r  pas sa b e l l e  mhre? 
Where t o  i n v i t e  one's f iancee,  where not  t o  i n v i t e  one's 
mother-in-law? 
Od @ t r e  i n v i t 6 ,  00 ne pas @ t r e  i n v i t b ?  
OQ g t r e  i n v i t 6 ,  ou n ' S t r e  pas i n v i t 6 ?  
Where t o  be i n v i t e d ,  where no t  t o  be i n v i t e d ?  
The paradigm given i n  (159) and (160)  shows t h a t  genera l i za t i on  
(155)b. a l so  holds i n  French: rnain verbs do not  move t o  I / T  i n  
i n f i n i t i v a l s ,  and the re fo re  they cannot move t o  C, e i t h e r .  These f a c t s  
support the  hypothesis t h a t  the  genera l i za t ion  (155) i s  v a l i d  accross 
languages and i s  not  simply a  language-part icular r e s t r i c t i o n .  
3.3.4.3 Clausal structure i n  Scandinavian 
With t h i s  i n  mind, l e t  us now r e t u r n  t o  MS. Assuming genera l i za t ion  
(155) t o  be un i ve rsa l ,  we conclude t h a t  main verbs must move t o  I i n  
MS, s ince the re  i s  l i t t l e  doubt t h a t  they can move t o  C i n  main 
clauses and i n  i n t e r r o g a t i v e  sentences such as (161). 
( 161 )  Vafor kopte Johan den? 
Why bought Johan i t ?  
The chal lenge i s  t o  a l low f o r  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  and t . 2  account as we l l  
f o r  t he  d i s t i n c t i o n s  between 1C and MS regarding the  p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  
s e n t e n t i a l  adverbs and the  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  ob jec t  s h i f t .  To meet t h i s  
chal lenge, we propose t o  make use of Po l lock  and Chomsky's assumption 
t h a t  t he  I n f l e c t i o n a l  node I i s  sudiv ided i n t o  several f unc t i ona l  
p ro jec t i ons .  We propose the f o l l o w i n g  base s t r u c t u r e  f o r  both 
I c e l a n d i c  and MS: 
CP 
/ \ 
c ' 
/ \ 
C AGRP-S 
/ \ 
AGR-S ' 
/ \ 
AGR-S AGRP-0 
/ \ 
AGR-0 ' 
/ \ 
AGR TP 
/ \ 
S-ADV T P 
/ \ 
T ' 
/ \ 
T VP 
/ \ 
NP V '  
/ \ 
V NP 
We assume, i n  accordance w i t h  Holmberg and Platzack (1989)' t h a t  
negat ion i n  I c e l a n d i c  and MS i s  simply a s e n t e n t i a l  adverb and does 
not  head i t s  own p r o j e c t i o n m B O  Nothing i n  what fo l lows hinges on t h i s  
p a r t i c u l a r  assumption, however.GIven the  s t r u c t u r e  i n  ( 1 6 2 ) 6 1  a s i n g l e  
60. Po l lock  has proposed t h a t  negat ion must c-command tense a t  S- 
s t ruc tu re .  Laka (1988) proposes t o  extend t h i s  view and assumes 
t h a t  t h e  S-st ructure c-command requirement I s  a un i ve rsa l .  Note 
t h a t  i f  we were t o  assume t h a t  MS has a NEGP we would have t o  
assume t h a t  t h i s  NEGP occurs above TP t o  account f o r  the  p o s i t i o n  
o f  t he  negat ion i n  Swedish embedded sentences. I f  so the  S- 
s t r u c t u r e  c-command requirement i s  no t  met. Suppose t h a t  t he  S- 
s t r u c t u r e  r e l a t i o n  o f  t he  negat ion and T can be expressed i n  terms 
of m-command o r  non-exclusion ( i n  t h e  sense o f  Chomsky (1986)) 
from a category. I n  t he  representat ion we have given, s ince NEG I s  
adjo ined t o  TP i t  i s  not  excluded by i t  and thus the  requirement 
i s  s a t i s f i e d .  
61, The s t r u c t u r e  we propose f o r  1C and MS d i f f e r  from the  s t r u c t u r e  
proposed by Chomsky (1989) f o r  Eng l ish  and French w i t h  respect t o  
t h e  order ing  o f  t h e  func t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons .  Note f i r s t  t h a t  t he  
assumption t h a t  f unc t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons  may have! a d i f f e r e n t  
well-motivated assumption i s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  Verb movement 
i n  I ce land ic  from Verb movement i n  Mainland Scandinavian. We propose 
t o  make c r u c i a l  use of the  d i s t i n c t i o n  between MS and 1 C  w i t h  regard 
t o  the  ove r t  man i fes ta t ion  o f  subject-verb agreementU62 As i s  we l l  
known, Mainland Scandinavian languages show no o v e r t  subject-verb 
agreement. Thus we w i l l  assume t h a t  i n  these languages the  movement o f  
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h ie rach i ca l  order  across languages i s  cons is ten t  w i t h  Chomsky's 
(1989) suggest ion t h a t  parametr ic v a r i a t i o n s  concern e s s e n t i a l l y  
f unc t i ona l  heads; v a r i a t i o n  i n  t he  order  o f  f unc t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons  
can be understood i n  terms o f  v a r i a t i o n  i n  t he  so lec t i ona l  
p rope r t i es  o f  f unc t i ona l  heads. Moreover, t he  assumption t h a t  AGR- 
0  i s  ordered before T i n  languages such as Swedish and I ce land ic  
(and may be across Germanic) bu t  no t  i n  French a l lows a  u n i f i e d  
account o f  t he  f a c t  t h a t  sen ten t i a l  adverbs can occur a f t e r  t h e  
d i r e c t  ob jec t  i n  I ce land ic  and German but  no t  i n  French o r  i n  
Eng l ish  ( c f  T rav i s  1987 and the  next sec t i on  on German). Le t  us 
assume t h a t  c r o s s - l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  s e n t e n t i a l  adverbs are  adjo ined 
t o  the  p r o j e c t i o n  o f  TP. I f  AGR-0 dominates TP i n  Germanic, then 
we expect an ob jec t  t o  be able t o  precede s e n t e n t i a l  adverbs when 
they move t o  AGR-0. On the  cont rary ,  i n  French even i f  an ob jec t  
moves t o  AGR-0, we expect i t  t o  f o l l o w  a  sen ten t i a l  adverb. There 
are  evidence t h a t  t h i s  i s  indeed cor rec t .  I n  sec t i on  3 . 4 . 6 ,  we 
argue t h a t  French a l lows a  r e s t r i c t e d  vers ion  o f  ob jec t  s h i f t ,  i n  
t he  form o f  bare q u a n t i f i e r  movement t o  the  Spec o f  AGR-0. As 
shown i n  ( i )  , when OS has occured, a  bare q u a n t i f i e r  can s t i  11 no t  
precede a  s e n t e n t i a l  adverb: 
(1 )  I 1  a  probablement t o u t  mang6 
* I 1  a  t o u t  probablement mange 
11 n 7 a  pas t o u t  mange 
* 11 n 7 a  t o u t  pas mang6 
As we w i l l  argue l a t e r  i n  t h i s  sec t ion ,  the  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  
ob jec t  movement i n  Engl ish fo l l ows  from the  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  verb 
movement. Thus the  f a c t  t h a t  ob jec t  cannot precede s e n t e n t i a l  
adverbs i n  English 7s predic ted.  
62. A s i m i l a r  proposal has been made by Holmberg and Platzack (1989). 
They prov ide add i t i ona l  evidence f o r  t h i s  proposal and show t h a t  a  
number o f  i n t e r e s t i n g  f a c t s  can be made t o  f o l l o w  from t h i s  
d i s t i n c t i o n .  The same range o f  f a c t s  can be captured under the  
ana lys is  we propose. For reasons o f  space and t ime, i t  i s  no t  
poss ib le  t o  show how the  var ious p rope r t i es  fo l l ow .  We w i l l  take 
up t h i s  task  i n  forthcomrning work. 
t he  verb i s  l i m i t e d  t o  T i n  embedded clauses. I ce land ic ,  on t h e  o ther  
hand, does show o v e r t  subject-verb agreement. Consequently, we w i l l  
assume t h a t  the  verb must move as h igh  as the  upper AGR-S p r o j e c t i o n  
i n  a l l  I ce land ic  sentences so as t o  fuse w i t h  the  AGR-S morpheme. The 
d i f f e r e n t  course o f  t h e  verb movement i n  I ce land ic  and MS i s  
represented i n  s t r u c t u r e  (162) as fo l lows:  the  dot ted  l i n e s  represent 
t h e  movement o f  t he  V t o  T i n  MS. The s o l i d  l i n e  represents t h e  
movement o f  the  V t o  AGR-S i n  I ce land ic .  Given t h i s  assumption, t he  
apparent d i f f e rence  i n  the  p o s i t i o n  o f  sen ten t ia l  adverb ia ls  i n  
embedded clauses i n  1 C  and MS, i .e.,  t he  con t ras t  between examples d .  
and f. i n  (148) and (1491, i s  s t ra igh t fo rward l y  accounted f o r .  The 
p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  s e n t e n t i a l  adverbs remain constant bu t  t h e  verb occurs 
h igher i n  I ce land ic ,  where it moves t o  AGR-S, than i n  MS, where i t  
on ly  moves up t o  t h e  T p ro jec t i on .  Th is  view al lows us t o  e l im ina te  . 
Holmberg's s t i p u l a t e d  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  phrase s t r u c t u r e  component of 
MS and 1C.  Next, we f u r t h e r  reformulate cons t ra in t  (159) i n  terms o f  T  
ra the r  than I: 
(163) I f  a  V does not  move t o  T  then i t  cannot move t o  C. 
Given t h i s  reformulat ion,  t he  d i f fe rence between Engl ish main verbs 
and MS main verbs fo l lows.  Main verbs do not  move t o  T i n  Engl ish; 
t he re fo re  they cannot move t o  C. Main verbs do move t o  T i n  MS, and 
the re fo re  they can move t o  C n 6 3  
----------- 
63. We leave open t h e  reason why the  movement o f  t h e  V t o  C i s  
o b l i g a t o r y  i n  MS and o ther  V/2  languages. Most proposals i n  the  
l i t e r a t u r e  concerning the  fea tu re  composition o f  C,  as i n  Holmberg 
(1986) o r  Holmberg and Platzack (19891, are compatible w i t h  our 
proposal. 
One techn ica l  
C i n  MS. Does 
bypassing the  
quest ion a r i ses  w i t h  respect t o  the  movement o f  t h e  V t o  T -, 
the  movement of t h e  V t o  C proceed d i r e c t l y  from T t o  C, 
head o f  AGR-0 and t h e  head o f  AGR-S, o r  does t h e  
movement proceed successively through these two heads? D i r e c t  
movement from T t o  C would v i o l a t e  the  Head movement c o n s t r a i n t  i n  
most o f  i t s  cur rent  formulat ions.  Possib ly  some adjustment could be 
made so t h a t  a  head which i s  t o t a l l y  devoid o f  content does not  
"count" f o r  t h e  Head movement ~ o n s t r a i n t . ~ ~  We w i l l  s imply assume t h a t  
the  verb does move through the  p o s i t i o n  o f  AGR-S and AGR-0 on i t s  way 
t o  C .  I n  our view, noth ing i n  p r i n c i p l e  f o r b i d s  the  movement o f  t h e  
verb t o  these p ro jec t i ons .  The assumption t h a t  t h e  verb does not  move 
t o  these heads i n  embedded MS sentences simply fo l l ows  from a  view o f  
movement as a  l a s t  reso r t :  s ince noth ing fo rces  the  movement o f  t h e  
Verb t o  AGR-S o r  AGR-0 i n  MS embedded sentences (because AGR-S and 
AGR-0 are completely empty), the  movement i s  i n  f a c t  impossible. 
Having provided an account fo r  t he  movement o f  the  verb i n  MS and IC, 
we can now r e t u r n  t o  the  main t o p i c  o f  t h i s  sect ion, namely ob jec t  
s h i f t .  Given the  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (162), we propose t h a t  ob jec t  s h i f t  
invo lves  the  movement o f  an ob jec t  t o  the  S p e c i f i e r  o f  the  AGR-0 
p ro jec t i on .  Both the  p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  ob jec t  w i t h  respect t o  the  
sen ten t ia l  adverbs and the  nature o f  the  chain as an AN-chain w i l l  
f o l l o w  s t ra igh t fo rward l y  from t h i s  proposal. Recal l  t h a t  i n  our view, 
the  s p e c i f i e r  o f  the  AGR-0 p r o j e c t i o n  i s  a [+HR] p o s i t i o n  and, as we 
have argued, movement t o  [tHR] pos i t i ons  creates AN-chains, What now 
----------- 
64. See Platzack and Holmberg (1989) f o r  such a  proposal. 
remains t o  be accounted f o r  i s  t he  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on ob jec t  s h i f t  w i t h  
respect t o  verb movement and w i t h  respect t o  the  type o f  cons t i t uan ts  
which can be moved. 
3.3 .5  R e s t r i c t i o n s  on Object s h i f t  
3.3.5.1 Dynamic Minimal i t y  
We beg 
o f  t he  
poss i b l e  on ly  when 
s e n t e n t i a l  adverbs 
ob jec t  s h i f t  i s  on 
than TP. 
I 
i n  w i t h  a d iscussion o f  t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  mov 
verb. Recal l  t h a t  i n  both MS and i n  IC, ob jec t  s h i f t  i s  
a  main verb has moved over t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  
. Given the  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (1621, t h i s  means t h a t  
1y poss ib le  when the  main verb has moved h igher  
ement 
u  P 
I n  our view, movement o f  t he  ob jec t  i s  an instance o f  movement t o  a  
[tHR] p o s i t i o n .  Suppose t h a t  when the  verb does not move h igher  than 
TP, some b a r r i e r  in tervenes between the  e x t r a c t i o n  s i t e  o f  t he  ob jec t  
and the  Spec o f  AGR-0 i n  (162). Fol lowing Chomsky (1986)b., we assume 
t h a t  a  b a r r i e r  can be crossed v i a  adjunct ion.  But as we have proposed 
i n  sec t i on  2 . 4 ,  an adjo ined p o s i t i o n  i s  a  [-HR] p o s i t i o n  and movement 
from a  [-HR] p o s i t i o n  t o  a [ t H R ]  p o s i t i o n  i s  an instance o f  improper 
movement. Since ob jec t  s h i f t  invo lves  a  movement t o  a [+HRJ p o s i t i o n ,  
i t  cannot proceed v i a  ad junc t ion  w i thout  v i o l a t i n g  the improper 
movement cond i t ion .  Consequently, i f  any b a r r i e r  in tervenes between 
t he  Spec o f  AGR-0 and the  ob jec t  t race ,  ob jec t  s h i f t  w i l l  be ru led  out  
by the  ECP and by the  c o n d i t i o n  on improper movement as formulated i n  
Chapter 11. The e f f e c t  o f  t he  movement o f  a main verb w i l l  be t o  
e l im ina te  the  b a r r i e r  i n  quest ion, so t h a t  when the  b a r r i e r  i s  
e l im ina ted,  ob jec t  s h i f t  w i l l  be possib le.  This  i s  i n  essence the  
proposal t h a t  we develop. 
As 1s c l e a r  from t h i s  sho r t  preview, our proposal w i l l  r e l y  on 
prec ise  assumptions about t he  theory o f  movement. A deep exp lo ra t i on  
o f  t he  theory o f  movement i s  no t  our pr imary concern i n  t h i s  sec t ion :  
t h i s  w i l l  i n  f a c t  be the  t o p i c  o f  Chapte I V .  I n  what f o l l ows  we w i l l  
r e s t r i c t  our d iscussion t o  the  type o f  movement under cons idera t ion  
here. Before we develop our proposal,  l e t  us c l a r i f y  t he  r e s u l t s  we 
need t o  ob ta in .  
1 )  We want t o  preclude the  movement o f  the  ob jec t  t o  the  spec o f  AGR- 
0, whenever the  main verb does not  r a i s e  above TP i n  ( 1 6 2 ) .  Recal l  
however t h a t ,  throughout t h i s  t hes i s ,  we assume t h a t  t he  sub jec t  
o r i g i n a t e s  a t  D-st ructure i n  the  Spec o f  VP and t h a t  i t  ra i ses  a t  S- 
s t r u c t u r e  t o  s a t i s f y  the  Case F i l t e r .  We a l so  argued i n  sec t i on  2.4.1, 
t h a t  the movement o f  the  sub jec t  creates an AN-chain. Given these 
assumptions, we must be c a r e f u l  t h a t  i n  our attempt to  exclude the  
movement o f  t he  ob jec t  t o  the SPEC o f  AGR-0 i n  the requ i red  cases, we 
do no t  a l so  exclude t h e  movement o f  t h e  subject .  I n  o ther  words, t he re  
i s  an asymmetry between the  r a i s i n g  o f  t he  subject  and the  r a i s i n g  o f  
the  ob jec t  which must be accounted f o r .  Ra is ing  the  sub jec t  ou t  o f  t he  
VP must be poss ib le  i n  a l l  cases; r a i s i n g  the  o b j e c t ,  however, must be 
1  i m i  ted. 
2 )  As we have mentioned above, ob jec t  s h i f t  i s  not  poss ib le  i n  e i t h e r  
1C o r  MS when an a f u x i l i a r y  verb has ra i sed  h igher  than TP and t h e  main 
verb has remained i n  place. To pu t  it more c l e a r l y ,  we must account 
f o r  t he  f a c t  t h a t  t he  movement o f  t he  o b j e c t  can never cross over an 
o v e r t  verbal  head which occurs i n  i t s  D-st ructure p o s i t i o n .  
(164) 
a. Vafor har Johan i n t e  kopte den 
Why has Johan not  bought it 
b. *Vafor har Johan den kopten i n t e  
For expos i to ry  c l a r i t y ,  l e t  us c a l l  these two issues respec t i ve l y  t he  
" sub jec t /ob jec t  asymmetry" and the  "aux/mai n-verb asymmetry" . 
I t  i s  apparent t h a t  n e i t h e r  VP nor  TP if taken as a  re levant  b a r r i e r  
t o  prevent t he  movement o f  t he  ob jec t  w i l l  p rov ide  a  s a t i s f a c t o r y  
account o f  e i t h e r  t he  sub jec t /ob jec t  asymmetry o r  t h e  aux/main-verb 
asymmetry. To see why, l e t  us b r i e f l y  consider each case i n  t u r n .  
I f  TP i s  taken t o  be the  re levant  b a r r i e r  t he  fo l l ow ing  problems w i l l  
a r i se :  
1 )  I n  MS embedded sentences, where the  verb does not  move h igher  than 
T, the  subject  w i l l  no t  be able t o  move out  of TP. Consider t he  
schematic s t r u c t u r e  i n  ( 1 6 5 ) :  
(165)  [CP a t t  [...Si ... [ T P  ti V j . .  . [ V P  ti t j  ] ] ] I  
I n  ( 1 6 5 ) ,  if TP i s  a  b a r r i e r  t he  t r a c e  o f  t he  sub jec t  i n  t h e  Spec o f  
TP w i l l  no t  be p rope r l y  antecedent-governed and w i l l  cause an ECP 
v i o l a t i o n .  That t he  sub jec t  must be able t o  occur h igher  than TP i s  
shown by t h e  f o l l o w i n g  sentence o f  Swedish: 
(166) a t t  Johan i n t e  kopte den 
t h a t  Johan not  bought them 
Thus, the  hypothesis t h a t  TP i s  a  b a r r i e r  does not  account p roper ly  
f o r  t h e  sub jec t /ob jec t  asymmetry. 
2 )  The choice of TP as a  b a r r i e r  does not  permi t  a  s a t i s f a c t o r y  
account o f  the  aux/main-verb asymmetry, e i t h e r .  As shown by t h e i r  
p o s i t i o n s  i n  embedded sentences i n  MS, a u x i l i a r y  v e r t s  must be assumed 
t o  be base-generated no h igher  than the  p r o j e c t i o n  o f  T i n  ( 1 6 2 ) .  This 
i s  shown by the  f a c t  t h a t  they cannot be fo l lowed by sen ten t i a l  
adverbia ls .  
1 6 7 )  
a. a t t  Johan i n t e  har kopte den 
t h a t  Johan no t  has bought i t  
b. * a t t  John har i n t e  kopte den 
Consider a  s t r u c t u r e  i n  which an a u x i l i a r y  has ra ised out  of TP t o  
move e i t h e r  t o  C i n  MS o r  t o  AGR-S i n  1C: 
( 168 )  [ AUXi . . . .  [ T P  . -  .t i  ... [ V P  V O]]] 
I f  we assume t h a t  t he  movement o f  the  a u x i l i a r y  verb cannot e l im ina te  
the  barr ierhood o f  TP, the t race  o f  the  a u x i l i a r y  ver,b i n  T w i l l  no t  
be antecedent-governed, thus leading t o  an ECP v i o l a t i o n .  I f  we 
assume, on the o ther  hand, t h a t  the  a u x i l i a r y  verb can e l i m i n a t e  the  
barr ierhood o f  TP, ob jec t  s h i f t  w i l l  be i n c o r r e c t l y  allowed. 
I f  VP i s  taken t o  be the  re levant  b a r r i e r ,  t he  f o l l o w i n g  problems 
a r i se :  
1) t he  sub jec t /ob jec t  asymmetry w i l l  no t  be accounted f o r  s ince  
n e i t h e r  t he  sub jec t  nor t he  ob jec t  w i l l  be able t o  r a i s e  ou t  o f  t h e  
VP. 
2 )  Recal l  t h a t  we have assumed t h a t  i n  MS t h e  verb r a i s e s  t o  TP. I n  
t h i s  case, we must assume t h a t  t h e  bar r ie rhood o f  t he  VP p r o j e c t i o n  
has been e l im ina ted o r  e l s e  the  t r a c e  o f  the  V w i l l  f a i l  t h e  ECP s ince 
i t  w i l l  no t  be antecedent-governed. I f  the  bar r ie rhood o f  VP i s  
e l im ina ted,  however, we wrongly p r e d i c t  t h a t  ob jec t  s h i f t  should be 
poss ib le  i n  MS embedded sentences, con t ra ry  t o  f a c t .  
We conlude from t h e  above d iscussion t h a t  t o  ob ta in  t h e  c o r r e c t  
r e s u l t ,  namely a l l ow ing  ob jec t  s h i f t  o n l y  when a  main verb has moved 
over TP and accounting f o r  t he  s u b j e d o b j e c t  asymmetry, t h e  
appropr ia te  b a r r i e r  cannot be s e t  once and f o r  a l l  bu t  must be . 
computed dynamical ly.  The d e f i n i t i o n  o f  b a r r i e r  we propose w i l l  have 
e x a c t l y  t h i s  e f f e c t .  This  d e f i n i t i o n  bears a  resemblance t o  t h e  no t i on  
o f  M in ima l i t y  b a r r i e r  o f  Chomksy (1986) bu t  it i n  f a c t  has a  ra the r  
d i f f e r e n t  e f f e c t .  The c r u c i a l  i n t u i t i o n  behind the  n o t i o n  o f  
M i n i m a l i t y  i s  t o  prevent government from any governor i n t o  t h e  domain 
o f  a  head. Chomsky's (1986)  no t i on  o f  M i n i m a l i t y  i s ,  s t a t i c .  A 
Min ima l i t y  b a r r i e r  T f o r  a t r a c e  13 w i l l  always remein a  M i n i m a l i t y  
b a r r i e r  f o r  13 no mat te r  what happens t o  t h e  head 5 which def ines  the  
M i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r .  Our proposal i s  t o  a l l ow  f o r  a  dynamic n o t i o n  o f  
M in ima l i t y .  I n  our view, a  M i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r  f o r  13 w i l l  not  remain a  
M i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r  i f  the  head o f  t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  has been ex t rac ted .  
Likewise, a  p r o j e c t i o n  which was not  a  M in ima l i t y  b a r r i e r  f o r  (3 may 
become a M i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r  f o r  13 by v i r t u e  of head movement. Since 
the  no t i on  o f  b a r r i e r  we propose here d i f f e r s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
no t i on  o f  M in ima l i t y  b a r r i e r  proposed by Chomsky (1986), we 
d i f f e r e n t  terminology and c a l l  them Dynamic M in ima l i t y  b a r r  
b a r r i e r s :  
Consider the  f o l l o w i n g  con f i gu ra t i on :  
from the  G. 
w i l l  use a 
i e r s  o r  D- 
I n  (169 )  a i s  a governor, e i t h e r  a head o r  an antecedent-governor 
which i s  excluded by K . ~ ~  
I n  a con f i gu ra t i on  l i k e  (169): 
(170) 
T i s  an D-barr ier  f o r  13 w i t h  respect t o  a governor a i f f  
T i s  a maximal p r o j e c t i o n  which 
(1) excludes a and 
(11) conta ins 5 ,  5 a LEXICAL head which immediately 
c-commands (3. 
a i s  a LEXICAL head i f f  
( i )  a i s  not  a func t i ona l  head 
65.  The no t i on  o f  "exc lus ion"  i s  here borrowed from Chomsky (1986). 
66.  The proposal we make 1s i n  f a c t  very s i m i l a r  i n  i t s  e f f e c t s  t o  
what M.Baker (1986) c a l l  the  Government Transparency Coro l l a ry  
(GTC): 
(1)  The GTC: 
' A l e x i c a l  category which has an i tem incorporated i n t o  it 
governs every th ing  which the incorporated i tem governed i n  
i t s  o r i g i n a l  s t r u c t u r a l  p o s i t i o n "  p 64, 
We now t u r n  t o  a  d iscussion o f  t he  consequences o f  these d e f i n i t i o n s .  
Note f i r s t  t h a t  s ince the  no t i on  o f  D-barr ier  i s  de f ined i n  terms of 
exc lus ion,  a  governor a which i s  adjo ined t o  T w i l l  be ab le  t o  govern 
Q, since it w i l l  no t  be excluded by r. The consequence i s  t h a t  t h i s  
----------- 
In Baker's theory the  GTC f o l l ows  from the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  b a r r i e r s  
which we repeat below: 
(ii) Let D be the  smal lest  maximal p r o j e c t i o n  con ta in ing  A.  
Then C 1s a  b a r r i e r  between A and B i f  and on l y  i f  C i s  a  
maximal p r o j e c t i o n  t h a t  conta ins B and excludes A, and 
e i t h e r :  
(a) C i s  no t  selected, o r  
(b) t h e  head o f  C i s  d i s t i n c t  from the  head o f  D and 
se lec ts  some WP equal t o  o r  con ta in ing  B. 
There i s  however an important d i f ference between Baker's GTC and 
our proposal w i t h  respect t o  t he  VP-internal sub jec t  hypothesis.  
"Se lec t ion"  i s  def ined by Baker as fo l lows:  
A se lec ts  B i f  and on ly  i f :  
(1) A assigns a  the ta - ro le  t o  B  
( i i )  A i s  o f  category C and B i s  i t s  I P  
(111) A i s  category I and B i s  i t s  VP 
The d e f i n i t i o n  o f  s e l e c t i o n  requ i res  some obvious adjustements t o  
be made compatible w i t h  the  S p i t  INFL hypothesis.  Assuming these 
adjustements, l e t  us consider the  category VP con ta in ing  (under 
t h e  VP i n t e r n a l  sub jec t  hypothesis) both the  sub jec t  and the  
ob jec t .  Assume a  s t r u c t u r e  i n  which t h e  verb  has no t  moved t o  any 
f u n c t i o n a l  p ro jec t i on .  Consider t h e  case i n  wh-ch t h e  ob jec t  has 
moved t o  the  Spec o f  t he  func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  immediately 
dominating VP. VP (=  C) w i  11 be a  b a r r i e r  f o r  t he  t r a c e  o f  the  
ob jec t  under ( i i l b .  s ince i t s  head se lec ts  t h e  ob jec t  and i t i s  
d i s t i n c t  from the  head dominating f u n c t i o n a l  p ro jec t i on .  As a  
consequence "ob jec t  s h i f t "  w i l l  be c o r r e c l t y  excluded. I f  the  verb 
moves, VP w i l l  no longer be a  b a r r i e r  and ob jec t  s h i f t  w i l l  be 
permit ted. But a problem a r i ses  w i t h  respect t c  t h e  subject .  
Consider t he  standard case where the  subject  i s  theta-marked by V. 
I n  t h i s  case, VP w i l l  a l so  be a  b a r r i e r  f o r  t he  sub jec t  under 
(1 i )b .  As a  consequence, t he  sub jec t  w i l l  be prevented from 
r a i s i n g  t o  the  Spec o f  any func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  i f  the  Verb does 
not  r a i s e  (1.e i n  a  language l i k e  Eng l ish  o r  i n  any language when 
there  i s  an a u x i l i a r y  s t ruc tu re ) .  We conclude t h a t  Baker 's 
fo rmula t ion  o f  b a r r i e r s  i s  i n  f a c t  incompatible w i t h  t h e  VP 
i n t e r n a l  subject  hypothesis. 
d e f i n i t i o n  w i l l  have no e f f e c t  on movement which proceeds by 
ad junc t ion ;  it w i l l  no t  a f f e c t ,  f o r  instance, WH-extraction. I n  
subsequent d iscussion t h e  term "movement" should be understood as 
r e f e r i n g  on ly  t o  [+HR] movement. 
The f i r s t  consequence o f  the  d e f i n i t i o n s  i n  (170) and ( 1 7 1 )  1s t h a t  a 
VP which conta ins  i t s  verbal  head w i l l  be a D-barr ier  f o r  i t s  ob jec t  
bu t  no t  f o r  i t s  sub jec t .  This  f o l l ows  from the  requirement o f  
immediate c-command. Although t h e  verb immediately c-commands i t s  
ob jec t ,  i t  does no t  immediately c-command i t s  subject.  Thus when a 
verb occurs i n  i t s  0-st ructure p o s i t i o n ,  movement of the sub jec t  w i l l  
be allowed but  movement o f  t he  ob jec t  w i l l  no t  be allowed. Consider 
next  the  case i n  which a verb i s  dominated by an a u x i l i a r y .  
( 1 7 2 )  
AUXP 
/ \ 
AUX ' 
/ \ 
AUX VP 
/ \ 
s V '  
/ \ 
v 0 
Here the  AUX phrase i s  a D-barr ier  f o r  t h e  subject ,  :since it conta ins 
a LEXICAL head. But t he  sub jec t  can move a t  l eas t  as f a r  up as the  
s p e c i f i e r  o f  t he  AUXP. There i t  w i l l  no longer be c-commanded by t h e  
head o f  AUX and i t  w i l l  be f r e e  t o  move f u r t h e r .  I n  t h i s  
con f i gu ra t i on ,  however, s ince VP i s  a D-barr ier  f o r  tihe ob jec t ,  t h e  
ob jec t  cannot move out  o f  t he  VP unless it ad jo ins  t o  it. Thus, 
al though WH-extraction o f  an ob jec t  w i l l  be poss ib le ,  i t  w i l l  be 
impossible t o  move t h e  ob jec t  t o  an [+HR]-posit ion, siince i n  t h e  
l a t t e r  case t h i s  w i l l  lead t o  a v i o l a t i o n  o f  improper movement. Note 
t h a t  the  s i t u a t i o n  remains unchanged even i f  the AUX moves t o  a  h igher  
f unc t i ona l  p o s i t i o n .  This  thus p r e d i c t s  c o r r e c t l y  t ha t  the  ob jec t  w i l l  
no t  be able t o  move out  o f  the  VP when an a u x i l i a r y  moves t o  C i n  MS 
o r  t o  I i n  1 C .  
Let  us now t u r n  t o  cases where a main verb ra i ses  t o  a  f u n c t i o n a l  
p r o j e c t i o n .  The f i r s t  case we need t o  consider  i s  t he  case where the  V 
moves t o  T i n  embedded sentences i n  MS. The s t r u c t u r e  w i l l  be as 
fo l lows:  
(173)  
Here VP i s  no longer a D-barr ier  f o r  the  ob jec t ,  s ince the  t r a c e  o f  V 
i s  not  a  LEXICAL head. But given the  d e f i n i t i o n  above, TP w i l l  now be 
a  D-barr ier  f o r  the  ob jec t  s ince i t  i s  a  LEXICAL head which s t r i c t l y  
c-commands the  ob jec t .  As a  consequence, the  ob jec t  w i l l  no t  be able 
t o  move out  o f  TP unless it ad jo ins  t o  i t .  Thus, ob jec t  s h i f t  i s  
c o r r e c t l y  p red i c ted  t o  be ungrammatical i n  these cases as w e l l .  
Suppose now t h a t  t h e  verb has moved f u r t h e r  up than TP, e i t h e r  up t o  C 
as i n  MS, o r  up t o  AGR-S as i n  1C. Given the  s t r u c t u r e  we have 
proposed i n  ( 1 6 2 ) .  t he  r e s u l t  w i l l  be t h a t  there  are now no D-barr iers 
between the  D-st ructure p o s i t i o n  of t he  ob jec t  and the  spec o f  AGR-0. 
Consequently, "ob jec t  s h i f t "  w i l l  be possib le.  
This p r e d i c t s  c o r r e c t l y  t h a t  ob jec t  s h i f t  w i l l  be poss ib le  i n  mat r ix  
clauses i n  MS when a  main verb moves a l l  t he  way t o  C. It a l so  
p r e d i c t s  c o r r e c t l y  t h a t  ob jec t  s h i f t  w i l l  be poss ib 'e  both i n  mat r ix  
and i n  embedded clauses i n  1 C  when the  main verb moves t o  AGR-S, This  
completes our account o f  t he  l i n k  between verb movement and ob jec t  
s h i f t  i n  MS and 1 C .  
3.3 .5 .2  Pronouns vs NPs 
F i n a l l y ,  we need t o  discuss one l a s t  c o n s t r a i n t  on ob jec t  s h i f t ,  
namely the  c o n s t r a i n t  on the  type o f  cons t i t uen ts  which can undergo 
t h e  movement. More p rec i se l y ,  we must now ask the  quest ion: why i s  
ob jec t  s h i f t  l i m i t e d  t o  pronouns i n  MS but  not  i n  I ce land ic?  In 
Holmberg's view, the  l i m i t a t i o n  t o  pronominal ob jec t  s h i f t  i n  MS i s  a  
consequence o f  the Case f i l t e r .  Holmberg proposes t h a t  t he  Case f i l t e r  
can be s a t i s f i e d  e s s e n t i a l l y  i n  two ways: f i r s t  under s t r u c t u r a l  Case- 
marking and second under ove r t  morphological Case-marking. Holmberg 
redef ines  the  Case f i l t e r  as fo l lows:  
(174) A l l  and on ly  heads o f  chains have CASE 
(except i f  they are PRO)67 
I n  Holmberg's view, t o  "have CASE" i s  t o  s a t i s f y  the  Case f i l t e r  
e i t h e r  under s t r u c t u r a l  Case assignment o r  because t k e  head o f  a  AN- 
chain bears ove r t  morphological Case. Recal l  t h a t  i n  h i s  ana lys is ,  the  
----------- 
6 7 .  I n  Holmberg's t e rm ino log i ca l  system, the  term "chain " i s  
r e s t r i c t e d  t o  AN-chains. 
l and ing  s i t e  o f  ob jec t  s h i f t  i s  n o t  a  p o s i t i o n  t o  which s t r u c t u r a l  
Case i s  ever assigned s ince  it i s  an adjo ined p o s i t i o n .  As a 
consequence, on l y  elements which can s a t i s f y  t he  C:ase f i l t e r  under 
morphological Case can undergo ob jec t  s h i f t :  t he  d i f f e r e n c e  between 
I c e l a n d i c  Object s h i f t  and MS ob jec t  s h i f t  f o l l ows  s t ra igh t fo rward l y .  
While i n  I c e l a n d i c  a l l  NPs bear ove r t  morphological Case features,  i n  
MS, on l y  pronouns bear morphological Case features.  Thus it i s  
expected t h a t  i n  I c e l a n d i c  a l l  NP w i l l  be able t o  undergo ob jec t  s h i f t  
wh i l e  i n  MS ob jec t  s h i f t  w i l l  be r e s t r i c t i e d  t o  pronouns. 
Although Holmberg's proposal i s  e n t i r e l y  compatible w i t h  t h e  proposal 
we have made and seems a t  f i r s t  ra the r  a t t r a c t i v e ,  we w i l l  no t  adopt 
it. I t  seems t o  us t h a t  t he re  i s  s t rong evidence which argues against  
consider ing ove r t  morphological Case-marking as a  *e levant  f a c t o r  t o  
d i s t i n g u i s h  among var ious  types o f  ob jec t  movement t o  f u n c t i o n a l  
s p e c i f i e r s .  As we w i l l  see i n  t h e  next sec t ion ,  German and Dutch are 
languages which a l so  mani fest  ob jec t  movement t o  in te rmed ia te  p o s i t i o n  
w i t h i n  a clause. These movements shares several p rope r t i es  w i t h  
I c e l a n d i c  ob jec t  s h i f t  but  a l so  d i f f e r s  from it i n  some c r u c i a l  
respects. As i s  we l l  known, German NPs share w i t h  I c e l a n d i c  NPs the  
proper ty  o f  bear ing o v e r t  morphological Case, wh i l e  Dutch NPs do not .  
However, the  p rope r t i es  o f  ob jec t  movement are s i m i l a r  i n  German and 
i n  Dutch, and both d i f f e r  from ob jec t  s h i f t  i n  I ce land ic .  TO sum up, 
we have the  f o l l o w i n g  s i t u a t i o n :  German and I ce land ic  share the  
proper ty  o f  ove r t  Case-marking o f  t h e i r  NPs, but  the p rope r t i es  o f  
ob jec t  movement i n  both languages are  no t  i d e n t i c a l .  On the  o the r  
hand, German and Dutch, al though they do no t  share the  proper ty  o f  
o v e r t  Case-marking o f  t h e i r  NPs, have e s s e n t i a l l y  i d e n t i c a l  p rope r t i es  $ 
o f  ob jec t  movement, a  f a c t  t h a t  Holmberg's approach cannot account 
f o r .  I n  Holmberg's view, the  essen t i a l  reason why t h e  p rope r t i es  o f  
I ce land ic  ob jec t  s h i f t  and Dutch ob jec t  s h i f t  d i f f e r  i s  because Dutch 
NPs do not  have ove r t  Case-marking wh i l e  I c e l a n d i c  NPs do. Th is  view, 
however, p r e d i c t s  wrongly t h a t  German should pa t te rn  l i k e  I c e l a n d i c  
and not  l i k e  Dutch, con t ra ry  t o  f a c t .  This  c l e a r l y  suggests t h a t  o v e r t  
morphological Case-marking i s  no t  a  f a c t o r  which d i s t i ngu i shes  among 
var ious  types o f  ob jec t  movement c r o s s - l i n g u i s t i c a l l y .  We w i l l  thus 
propose an a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  Holmberg's proposal. 
As a  s t a r t i n g  p o i n t ,  we w i l l  assume t h a t  I ce land ic  a i d  MS d i f f e r  w i t h  
regard t o  the  Case-assigning p rope r t i es  o f  t h e i r  AGR-0 p ro jec t i on .  I n  
MS, bo th  AGR p r o j e c t i o n s  are devoid o f  features:  i n  o ther  words, t he  
AGR p o s i t i o n s  i n  MS are  "abs t rac t "  AGR-positions s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  
abs t rac t  AGR p r o j e c t i o n  pos i ted  by Kayne (1989) f o r  c e r t a i n  d i a l e c t s  
o f  Eng l ish .68  We w i l l  thus assume t h a t  i n  MS the  AGR-0 p r o j e c t i o n  does 
no t  assign Case. I n  I ce land ic ,  however, t h e  AGR-S p r o j e c t i o n  i s  
ac t i ve ,  and al though t o  my knowledge the re  i s  no o v e r t  o b j e c t  
agreement i n  t h i s  language, we w i l l  assume t h a t  AGR-0 can assign 
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68. Th is  p o s i t i o n  may pose problems f o r  c e r t a i n  cases o f  past- 
p a r t i c i p l e  agreement i n  Norwegian discussed by Taraldsen and 
K r i s t i  Koch Kr is tensen (1989 ) .  For these cases however, I would 
adopt t he  p o s i t i o n  taken by the  authors t h a t  t h i s  type o f  
agreement invo lves  Spec-Head agreement i n  the  VP p ro jec t i on .  One 
o f  the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h i s  k ind  o f  agreement i s  t h a t  i t  occurs 
on l y  i n  cons t ruc t ions  where t h e  Spec o f  VP conta ins no thematic 
subjects.  
Case.69 The non-Case-assigning proper ty  o f  t he  AGR-0 p r o j e c t i o n  i n  MS 
w i l l  prevent c o r r e c t l y  NPs from moving t o  t h e  spec o f  AGR-0. But the  
quest ion a r i ses  now as t o  why the  pronominal can mave t o  t h i s  
p o s i t i o n .  There i s  a  poss ib le  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  the  assumption t h a t  
pronouns i n  MS move t o  the  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n  o f  t i e  AGR-0 p r o j e c t i o n ,  
and t h a t  i s  t h a t  they move instead t o  t h e  head o f  the AGR-0 
p ro jec t i on .  Note t h a t  i n  our view, t h i s  would s t i l l  be a [ t H R ]  
p o s i t i o n ,  s ince i t i s  c l e a r  t h a t  a  p o s i t i o n  adjo ined t o  a  head w i l l  be 
a  Head r e l a t e d  p o s i t i o n ,  i . e ,  a  [+HR] p 0 s i t i o n . 7 ~  Thus the  AN- 
p rope r t i es  o f  t he  movement o f  pronouns i n  MS are s t i l l  c o r r e c t l y  
predic ted.  
The proposal t h a t  t he  MS pronoun moves t o  t h e  head o f  AGR-0 seemingly 
ass imi la tes  t h e  pronominal movement i n  MS t o  pronominal c l i t i c i z a t i o n  
i n  t he  Romance languagesW7l  There i s ,  however, a  major d i s t i n c t i o n  
between Romance c l i t i c i z a t i o n  and MS pronominal movement: w h i l e  t h e  
former i s  always ob l i ga to ry ,  t h e  l a t t e r  seems op t i ona l  and i s  
sometimes (e.9. when t h e  main verb does not  r a i s e )  impossible. To 
69.  I n  our view, Case and agreeemnt are n o t  d i  rec l t , y  re la ted .  It has 
been proposed by Chomsky (1989) t h a t  Case and Agreement may i n  
f a c t  be the  same form o f  l i cens ing .  Although we' be l i eve  t h a t  t he re  
undoubtly i s  a  r e l a t i o n  between Case and Agreement, we do no t  
be l i eve  t h a t  these two r e l a t i o n s  should i d e n t i f i e d .  C f  Deprez 
(1988) " On case and Agreement" ms M I T  f o r  some argument f o r  t h i s  
p o s i t i o n .  
70. I t  has been suggested by Chomsky (1989) t h a t  Head movement has 
p r o p e r t i e s  v e r y s i m i l a r  t o  the  p rope r t i es  o f  A-movement ( i n  t h e  
LGB sense). I n  our view, t h i s  f o l l ows  s t ra igh t fo rward l y ,  s ince it 
i t  c l e a r  t h a t  head movement i s  a  type o f  movement which invo lves  
[+HR] pos i t i ons .  
71. See Kayne (1988) f o r  arguments t h a t  c l i t i c  movement i n  Romance 
invo lves  head movement. 
mainta in a  d i s t i n c t i o n  between Romance c l i t i c i z a t i o r ;  and MS pronominal 
movement, we propose t o  make use o f  Muysken's (1983) view on X '  theory  
i n  terms o f  f ea tu re  d i s t i n c t i o n s .  Muysken (1983) proposes t h a t  t h e  
l e v e l s  o f  ca tego r ia l  p r o j e c t i o n  a re  determined not  i n  terms o f  bar- 
l e v e l  bu t  i n  terms o f  t he  features [ Â  maximal] [ t p r c j e c t e d ] .  The 
correspondence between Muysken's f ea tu re  system and the  standard X '  
theory i s  given i n  (175) :  
Note however t h a t  t he  correspondence i s  no t  complete. There remains 
one combination o f  fea tures  which does not  correspond t o  any 
d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  t he  standard X' theory,  namely the  combination 
[+maximal/ -p ro jec ted ] .  Keeping i n  mind the  d i s t i n c t i o n s  o f  the 
standard X '  system o f  ca tego r ia l  p r o j e c t i o n ,  we expect categor ies o f  
t h e  type [+maximal, -p ro jec ted ]  t o  have the  mixed p rope r t i es  o f  XO and 
X "  pro jec t i ons .  I f  we are co r rec t  i n  assuming t h a t  MS pronouns move t o  
the  head o f  t he  AGR-0 p r o j e c t i o n  and not  t o  the  s p e c i f i e r ,  these are 
i n  f a c t  p r e c i s e l y  t h e  type o f  p rope r t i es  manifested by MS pronouns. MS 
pronouns are pronouns which may occur i n  t he  p o s i t i o n s  o f  maximal 
p ro jec t i ons ,  i . e . ,  i n  the  same p o s i t i o n s  as regu lar  ob jec t  NPs, but  
they are a l so  pronouns which may occur i n  XO project;ons. Th is  i s  
c o r r e c t l y  p red i c ted  i f  we assume t h a t  MS pronouns are! ca tegor ies  of 
t h e  type [max imal  -pro jected] .  
To d i s t i n g u i s h  Romance c l i t i c s  from MS pronouns we can assume t h a t  
Romance c l i t i c s  are [-maximal/-projected] categor ies.  I f  so, we 
p r e d i c t  c o r r e c t l y  t h a t  the  c l i t i c s  cannot occur i n  XO pos i t i ons ,  i . e . ,  
head p o s i t i o n s  a t  S-st ructure,  This  accounts i n  a  very  simple way f o r  
t he  f a c t  t h a t  Romance c l i t i c i z a t i o n  i s  o b l i g a t o r y ,  bu t  MS prononominal 
movement i s  not.  Support f o r  t he  hypothesis t h a t  pronominal movement 
i s  t o  t he  head o f  a  p r o j e c t i o n  and not  t o  the  Spec comes from the  
behavior o f  pronouns i n  I ce land ic .  Holmberg notes t h a t  wh i l e  ob jec t  
s h i f t  o f  an NP o b j e c t  i n  I ce land ic  i s  pu re l y  op t io r la l ,  ob jec t  s h i f t  o f  
a  pronoun both i n  I ce land ic  and i n  MS i s  almost always o b l i g a t o r y  when 
the  pronoun i s  unstressed. I f  we assume t h a t  pronoun movement i s  t o  
t he  head o f  t he  p r o j e c t i o n  o f  AGR-0 wh i l e  NP movement i s  t o  t he  Spec, 
we can account f o r  t h i s  d i f f e rence .  I t  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  assume t h a t  
t he  movement o f  a [+maxima1 -pro jec ted ]  category i s  always p re fe rab le ,  
whenever i t  i s  possib le.  
Given the  proposed ana lys is ,  the  d i f f e r e n c e  between I c e l a n d i c  and MS 
can be reduced t o  a  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t he  Case-assigning proper ty  o f  the  
AGR-0 p ro jec t i ons .  AGR-0 i s  a  Case-assigner i n  I ce land ic  but  no t  i n  
MS. This  may p l a u s i b l y  be r e l a t e d  t o  the  fac t  t h a t  genera l l y  speaking 
the  agreement system i s  ra the r  robust i n  I c e l a n d i c  bu t  i n e x i s t a n t  i n  
MS. Pronominal movement, being head movement, i s  no t  sub jec t  t o  the  
Case f i l t e r ,  al though i t  i s  sub jec t  t o  t he  Dynamic H i n i m a l i t y  
system. ' 2  
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72. There are a l s o  c l i t i c i z a t i o n  e f f e c t s  i n  German. I t  i s  poss ib le  
t h a t  these c l i t i c i z a t 1 o n  e f fec ts  can receive the! same ana lys is  as 
the  movement o f  MS pronouns. Note t h a t  an i n t e r e s t i n g  consequence 
o f  t h i s  proposal i s  t h a t  we expect pronouns i n  German, u n l i k e  NPs, 
3 . 3 . 6  Summary 
. 
We have proposed the  f o l l o w i n g  ana lys is  o f  ob jec t  s h i f t  f o r  mainland 
Scandinavian languages and I ce land ic :  ob jec t  s h i f t  invo lves  the  
movement o f  an ob jec t  e i t h e r  t o  t he  s p e c i f i e r  o r  t o  t he  head o f  a  
f u n c t i o n a l  p ro jec t i on .  This  movement i s  r e s t r i c t e d ;  occur r ing  on ly  i n  
r e l a t i o n  t o  the  movement o f  a  main verb by the  system o f  Dynamic 
M i n i m a l i t y  t h a t  we have proposed. Moreover, we have suggested t h a t  
I c e l a n d i c  and MS may d i f f e r  w i t h  regard t o  the  Case! p rope r t i es  o f  
t h e i r  f u n c t i o n a l  p ro jec t i ons .  We suggest t h a t  i n  I ce land ic ,  t he  
p r o j e c t i o n  AGR-0 a l lows Case-marking o f  an NP under Spec-head 
agreement. This  i s  what permi ts  t he  movement o f  a l l  types o f  ob jec t  
NPs, pronominal and others,  i n  I ce land ic .  I n  MS, on the  o ther  hand, we 
suggest t h a t  t he  func t i ona l  AGR-0 p r o j e c t i o n  i s  no t  a  Case-assigner. 
As a  consequence, non-pronominal NPs cannot move t o  the  S p e c i f i e r  o f  
AGR-0. 
Our ana lys is  p o s i t s  no s t r u c t u r a l  d i f f e r e n c e  between I ce land ic  and MS. 
I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  we assume t h a t  i n  both languages, sen ten t i a l  adverb ia ls  
have the  same bas ic  p o s i t i o n :  they are adjo ined t o  TP. The d i f f e rence  
we f i n d  i n  the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  tensed verbs and s e n t e n t i a l  adverbs i n  
embedded sentences i n  1C and MS f o l l o w s  from a  wel l - -mot ivated 
d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  the  two languages. Since I c e l a n d i c  mani fests o v e r t  
----------- 
not  t o  be ab le  t o  l i cense  p a r a s i t i c  gaps. I n  t he  l i t e r a t u r e ,  no 
case o f  p a r a s i t i c  gaps t h a t  has been noted mentions a  pronoun. 
subject-verb agreement, we have proposed t h a t  t he  verb moves as h igh  
up as the  AGR-S p r o j e c t i o n  i n  the  s t r u c t u r e  ( 1 6 2 ) .  Since MS, on t h e  
o ther  hand, mani fests no ove r t  subject-verb agreement, we have 
proposed t h a t  i n  embedded sentences the  verb does not  move t o  AGR-S 
bu t  simply stops a t  the  l e v e l  o f  the  TP p r o j e c t i o n .  
F i n a l l y ,  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t he  system o f  Dynamic M i n i m a l i t y  we have 
proposed has far- reaching consequences elsewhere i n  t h e  grammar. We 
w i l l  d iscuss some o f  i t s  consequences i n  Chapter I V .  
Note t h a t  an important consequence of t h i s  proposal i s  t he  p r e d i c t i o n  
t h a t  S-st ructure ob jec t  movement t o  t h e  s p e c i f i e r s  o f  f u n c t i o n a l  
p r o j e c t i o n s  i s  on ly  poss ib le  i n  a  language which mani fests S-s t ruc ture  
Verb movement. This  p r e d i c t i o n  appears t o  be confirmed i n  t h e  
languages we have discussed so f a r .  Mahajan (1989) has given arguments 
f o r  t he  movement o f  t he  verb i n  H ind i .  With regard t o  Japanese, we may 
assume, f o l l o w i n g  M.Baker's (1986)  theory o f  d e r i v a t i o n a l  morphology 
t h a t  a f f i x a t i o n  o f  t he  tense, negat ion, and h o n o r i f i c  markers i s  done 
through movement o f  t h e  verb t o  var ious f u n c t i o n a l  p ro jec t i ons .  The 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the  movement o f  t he  verb and t i e  movement o f  t he  
ob jec t ,  as we have j u s t  seen i s  very c l e a r  i n  Scandinavian languages. 
Moreover, as argued by many l i n g u i s t s  (Emonds, Po l lock  and Chomsky), 
Eng l ish  i s  a  language which mani fests no S-st ructure movement o f  main 
verbs and thus, as pred ic ted  by our p r i n c i p l e  o f  Dynamic M in ima l i t y ,  
does not  permi t  any sur face movement o f  i t s  ob jec ts , ,  Although Eng l ish  
pronouns j u s t  l i k e  Swedish pronouns mani fest  ove r t  morphological Case- 
marking, they cannot undergo any movement comparable t o  ob jec t  s h i f t .  
I n  our view, t h i s  f o l l ows  from the  f a c t  t h a t  i n  English, main verbs 
never move t o  func t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons ,  so VP always remains a  D- 
4 G e r m a n  and Dutch  M i t t e l - F e 1 d  
The l a s t  languages we consider  i n  t h i s  chapter are German and Dutch; 
t h e  emphasis o f  t h i s  sec t i on  w i  11 be on German. The; phenomenon o f  
ob jec t  movement we study seem t o  p a t t e r n  i n  e s s e n t i a l l y  the  same way 
i n  Dutch and i n  German, w i t h  some di f ferences t h a t  we w i l l  no t  
discuss.75 For some discussion o f  the  d i f f e rences  see Den Besten 
(1984) and Van Nyngaert (1989). For d iscussion o f  t,he s i m i l a r i t i e s  see 
Koopman and Sport iche (1988). 
Th is  may seem too  st rong,  s ince we must o f  course a l l ow  ob jec t  
movement ou ts ide  o f  VP i n  passive cons t ruc t ions  and unaccusative 
cons t ruc t ions .  Note, however, t h a t  i n  both o f  these cases, Spec VP 
i s  no t  a  9 -pos i t ion .  Consequently, ob jec ts  can move outs ide  the  VP 
by f i r s t  moving i n t o  the  Spec o f  VP. S i m i l a r  considerat ions 
account s t ra igh t fo rward l y  f o r  the  f a c t  t h a t  i n  Engl ish an ob jec t  
appears t o  be al lowed t o  move (out  o f  VP o r  i n s i d e  VP) i n  passive 
cons t ruc t ions  such as ( I ) ,  but  not  i n  a c t i v e  cont ruc t ions  such as 
i i ) :  
(1)  There was a man ar res ted  
( i i  *The p o l i c e  has a  man arrested.  
74. Note t h a t  Old Eng l ish  cont rary  t o  Modern Engl ish al lowed Verb 
movement. Our p r e d i c t i o n  i s  t h a t  Old Eng l ish  must have manifested 
a t  l e a s t  movement o f  pronominals over negat ion. This  seems t o  be 
confirmed. As mentioned t o  us by Wayne O'Nei l  (PC) ,  Old (Middle) 
Eng l ish  al lowed const ruc t ions  such as (1 ) :  
(i) I love thee not .  
7 5 .  One important  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  f o r  some speakers t h e  
movement of an o b j e c t  over a  d a t i v e  i s  q u i t e  r e s t r i c t e d  i n  Dutch. 
We leave open the  quest ion o f  why t h i s  should be the  case. 
3.4.0.1 Scrambling vs Base-generation 
It has been claimed by Bennis and Hoekstra (1985) and Webelhuth (1989) 
t h a t  t h e  freedom o f  cons t i t uen t  o rder  which i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  t h e  
German and Dutch Mitte1feld 1s due t o  a s y n t a c t i c  r u l e  o f  scrambling. 
Under t h i s  view, t h e  word-order a l t e r n a t i o n  between o b j e c t s  and 
p repos i t i ona l  phrases i n  Dutch examples such as (1'76) and i n  German 
examples such as (177) mani fests movement of the  ob jec t  from i t s  D- 
s t r u c t u r e  VP i n t e r n a l  p o s i t i o n  t o  some in te rmed ia te  p o s i t i o n  w i t h i n  
the  sentence. 
(176) 
a.dat Jan i n  Amsterdam z i j n  v r i e n d i n  ontmoette 
t h a t  Jan i n  Amsterdam h i s  g i r l f r i e n d  met 
b.dat Jan z i j n  v r i e n d i n  i n  Amsterdam ontmoette 
(177) 
a. Da13 Hans i m  B e r l i n  seine Freundin gekennt ha t  
t h a t  Hans i n  B e r l i n  h i s  g i r l f r i e n d  met has 
b. Da13 Hans seine Freundin i n  B e r l i n  gekennt hat  
In both (176) and (177), the  a. examples are  taken t o  show the  base 
order  o f  cons t i tuents ;  the  b. examples are assumed t o  be der ived from 
a. by movement o f  the  ob jec t  over the  p repos i t i ona l  phrase. Under t h i s  
view examples i n  b. have the  f o l l o w i n g  s t ruc tu re :  
(178) [ dai3 [IP Hans [ U P  seine Freundini  [ V P  i m  Ber'l i n  [UP  ti gekennt 
hat11111 
A s i m i l a r  hypothesis accounts f o r  argument a l t e r n a t i o n s  i n  
d i t r a n s i t i v e  pred ica te  construct ions.  Although accusat ive NPs can 
occur on e i t h e r  s ide of the  da t i ve  complement, as shown i n  ( 1 7 9 ) ,  Den 
Besten has proposed t h a t  t he  D-structure o f  a d i t r a n s i t i v e  VP f o r  both 
German and Dutch i s  as i n  (180): 
( 1 7 9 )  
a. I c h  habe meiner Muter dieses Buch gegeben 
I have my(Dat1 mother(Dat1 t h i s  book given 
b. I c h  habe dieses Buch meiner Mut ter  gegeben 
(180)  [ V P  DAT ACC V ]  
The order i n  (179)b. i s  assumed t o  be der ived by movement o f  the  
accusat ive NP over the d a t i v e  NP. 
As shown by Webelhuth (1989), t he re  a re  a number o f  asymmetries among 
the  var ious  poss ib le  p o s i t i o n s  which ob jec t  NP can occupy i n  German. 
The ex is tence o f  such asymmetries supports t he  hypothesis t h a t  t he  
v a r i a t i o n  i n  cons t i t uen t  order i s  der ived by movemert, ra the r  than by 
f r e e  base-generation. Webelhuth observes t h a t  t he re  i s  a 
d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  d i f f e r e n c e  between semant ica l ly  d e f i n i t e  and i n d e f i n i t e  
NPs. As shown i n  (181) ,  d e f i n i t e  NPs (a-b) may appear on e i t h e r  s ide  
o f  a sen ten t i a l  adverb, wh i l e  i n d e f i n i t e  NPs (c-d) must appear t o  the  
r i g h t .  
(181) 
a.wel 1  e r  wohl das Buch gelesen hat  
because he probably the book read has 
because he has probably read t h e  book 
b.wei1 e r  & Buch wohl gelesen hat  
c.wei l  e r  wohl 0 Buch gelesen hat  
d.*wei l  e r  g i ~  Buch wohl gelesen hat 
The same d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t  ob ta ins  i n  d i t r a n s i t i v e  
construct ions.  Examples o f  the  type shown i n  (182)a., where an 
i n d e f i n i t e  NP occurs t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  a  da t i ve ,  a re  unacceptable: 
(182) 
a.* w e l l  e r  Blumen der Frau gab (Webelhuth p. 394) 
because he f lowers  the(Dat) woman(Dat) gave 
b. 
The 
DOS 
we i l  e r  der Frau Blumen gab 
ungrammatical i ty o f  (181)d. and (182)a. shows t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  
t i o n s  i n  which an accusat ive NP may occur have d i f f e r e n t  
p rope r t i es .  This  would be unexpected i f  bo th  pos i t , ions  were base- 
generated. Some d i f f e rences  are  expected, on t h e  o ther  hand, i f  i t  i s  
assumed t h a t  some p o s i t i o n s  are base-generated whi 'e  o thers  are 
der ived by movement. 
As shown by Jackendoff (1972), sen ten t i a l  adverbs must occur ou ts ide  
t h e  VP p r o j e c t i o n  i n  Engl ish. Assuming, as i s  na tu ra l ,  t h a t  t h i s  i s  
, 
a l s o  t r u e  i n  German,76 we conclude t h a t  i n  (181)a. t he  d e f i n i t e  NP 
occurs ou ts ide  the  VP const i tuent .77 The ungrammatical i ty o f  (181)d. 
----------- 
76. See Renate Bartsch (1984) f o r  arguments t o  t h i s  e f f f e c t .  
77. Travis(1988) c la ims t h a t  sen ten t i a l  adverbs can occur i n s i d e  VP i n  
languages which a l low movement o f  t h e  verb t o  INFL. I n  her view, 
when V movement t o  I occurs the  fea tures  o f  I can perco la te  down 
i n t o  the  VP and l i cense  a  sen ten t i a l  adverbia l  i n  s i t u .  I n  
previous work, we have given a  number o f  arguments against  
suggests t h a t  an i n d e f i n i t e  NP, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, remains i n s i d e  t h e  
VP p r o j e c t i o n .  The f a c t  t h a t  bo th  t h e  p o s i t i o n  of an NP t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  
a  s e n t e n t i a l  adverb and t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  an NP t o  this l e f t  o f  a  d a t i v e  
a re  sub jec t  t o  r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  and f u r t h e r  t h a t  they  must obey t h e  same 
semantic res t r i c t ion - -namely ,  they r e q u i r e  d e f i n i t e  o r  s p e c i f i c  NPs-- 
suggests t h a t  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  NP -in bo th  cases i s  a  p o s i t i o n  
ex te rna l  t o  t h e  VP p r o j e c t i o n .  I f  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  i t  p rov ides  some 
suppor t  f o r  t h e  hypothes is  t h a t  (180) i s  indeed t h e  base 
rep resen ta t i on  of d i s t r a n s i t i v e  verbs and t h a t  (182)a.  has been 
de r i ved  by movement o f  t h e  accusat ive NP over  t h e  d a t i v e .  Add i t  
arguments suppo r t i ng  t h i s  hypothes is  can be cons t ruc ted  on t h e  
o f  weak crossover  f a c t s .  Consider t h e  f o l l o w i n g  sentences: 
(183)  
a. * I c h  habe seinemi Professor  jeden Schu le r i  vo rges te l  1  t 
I have t o  h i s  p ro fesso r  every s tuden t  in t roduced 
b. * I c h  habe i n  se ine i  Schachtel jedes Buchi getan 
I have i n  i t s  box every book p u t  
i ona 1  
bas i s  
(183) shows WCO e f f e c t s .  Th i s  suggests t h a t  a t  S-s t ruc tu re ,  t h e  
accusa t i ve  complement does no t  c-command t h e  d a t i v e  NP, s i nce  t h e  
----------- 
T r a v i s ' s  view. One o f  t h e  most se r i ous  arguments aga ins t  t h i s  v iew 
comes from t h e  Romance languages; as argued by Po l l ock  and o thers ,  
Romance languages i n  general  and French i n  p a r t ' c u l a r  show V-to-I  
movement. T r a v i s ' s  approach thus  p r e d i c t s  t h a t  French should 
l i c e n s e  a  s e n t e n t i a l  adverb w i t h i n  t h e  VP p r o j e c t i o n .  Consider,  
however, t h e  f o l l o w i n g  examples: 
( 1 )  Jean donnera probablement de l ' a r g e n t  aux pauvr'es. 
Jean w i l l  g i v e  probably  ( p r t )  money t o  t h e  poor. 
(11) Jean donnera de l ' a r g e n t  probalement aux pauvres. 
(11) i s  grammatical, b u t  i n  t h i s  sentence t h e  adverb probabJement 
has scope o n l y  over  t h e  d a t i v e  complement. I t  cennot have scope 
over  t h e  whole sentence, as i t  does i n  ( 1 ) .  Th is  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  
c o n t r a r y  t o  T r a v i s ' s  p r e d i c t i o n ,  a  s e n t e n t i a l  adverb i s  n o t  
l i censed  w i t h i n  t h e  VP i n  French, even though V movement t o  I has 
occurred.  
q u a n t i f i e r  cannot b ind  the  pronominal i n  t he  d a t i v s  p o s i t i o n .  I f  so, 
a t  LF, r a i s i n g  o f  t h e  q u a n t i f i e r  w i l l  c rea te  a  WCO con f i gu ra t i on ,  
which exp la ins  the  judgments g iven  f o r  (183). The NCO f a c t s  o f  (183) 
show t h a t  t he re  i s  an asymmetry between the  i n d i r e c t  ob jec t  and t h e  
d i r e c t  ob jec t ,  and suggest t h a t  t he  base s t r u c t u r e  o f  t he  German VP i s  
(184) 
VP 
/ \ 
DAT V '  
/ \ 
ACC V 
I n  ( 1 8 4 ) ,  t he  accusat ive NP does not  c-command the  d a t i v e  NP, so we do 
no t  expect a  q u a n t i f i e r  i n  t he  ob jec t  p o s i t i o n  t o  be able t o  b ind  a  
pronominal i n  the d a t i v e  argument p o s i t i o n .  Th is  ccnclus ion i s  a l s o  
supported by b ind ing  f a c t s .  Consider (185): 
(185) 
a. we l l  i c h  diesen Autoren Bucher von einander geschenkt habe 
because I these authors books by each o ther  given have 
because I gave these authors books by each o ther  
b. *we i l  "ih Freunden von einander d iese Autoren v o r g e s t e l l t  habe 
because I f r i e n d s  ov eachother these Authors in t roduced have 
because I introduces these authors t o  f r i e n d s  o f  eachother 
(185) shows t h a t  b ind ing  r e l a t i o n s  between the  d1rel:t and i n d i r e c t  
ob jec t  are asymmetric; i n  (185)a., the  i n d i r e c t  ob jec t  can b ind  the  
anaphor contained i n  the  d i r e c t  ob jec t ,  bu t  t h i s  i s  no t  t he  case i n  
(185)b: i t s  ungrammatical i ty i nd i ca tes  t h a t  i n  t h i s  case the  i n d i r e c t  
ob jec t  cannot c-command t h e  d i r e c t  ob jec t .  The b ind ing  p o s s i b i t i e s  
f o l l o w  s t ra igh t fo rward l y  from t h e  hypothesis t h a t  (l84) i s  the  base 
s t r u c t u r e  o f  both (185)a. and (185)b. ; ( l85)a .  reta' ins the  base order,  
wh i le  (185)b. i s  t he  r e s u l t  o f  movement o f  the  d i r e c t  ob jec t  over the 
i n d i r e c t  ob jec t .  Thus i t  i s  on ly  i n  (185)a. t h a t  t h e  proper c-command 
r e l a t i o n  ob ta ins  between the  i n d i r e c t  and d i r e c t  ob jec t .  The con t ras t  
i n  (185) would be unexpected if the  d i r e c t  ob jec t  cauld be f r e e l y  
base-generated on e i t h e r  s ide o f  t he  i n d i r e c t  object.On the  bas is  o f  
t h e  evidence prov ided i n  (183) and (185), we w i l l  adopt t he  hypothesis 
t h a t  (184) i s  indeed the  co r rec t  D-st ructure f o r  German d i t r a n s i t i v e  
VPs,78 and t h a t  the  order  i n  which the d i r e c t  ob jec t  precedes the  
i n d i r e c t  ob jec t  i s  der ived by movement. 
Assuming t h a t  ob jec ts  do move, what i s  the  nature o f  the  chain created 
by the  movement o f  the  ob jec t  i n  sentences l i k e  ( 1 7 t ? ) , ( 1 7 7 )  and (181). 
Does t h i s  movement mani fest  AN-chain p rope r t i es  o r  Vbl-chain 
p rope r t i es?  As we w i l l  show i n  t h i s  sect ion,  t he  p rope r t i es  o f  t he  
chain created by t h i s  movement appear t o  be mixed; German sentence- 
i n t e r n a l  scrambling appears t o  manifest p rope r t i es  o f  bo th  Vbl-chains 
and AN-chains, To account f o r  these mixed p rope r t i es ,  we w i l l  suggest 
t h a t  the  d i s t i n c t i o n  we have made so f a r  between chains headed by 
[tHR] p o s i t i o n s  and chains headed by [-HR] p o s i t i o n s  may be 
i n s u f f i c i e n t .  We w i l l  suggest t h a t  w i t h i n  the  system we have proposed, 
a  f u r t h e r  d i s t i n c t i o n  can be made between a  [tHR, + Case] p o s i t i o n  and 
a  [tHR, -Case] p o s i t i o n .  We w i l l  t e n t a t i v e l y  propose t h a t  wh i l e  
movement t o  a  [+HR, +Case] p o s i t i o n  creates chains which have "pure 
AN-chain p rope r t i es " ,  movement t o  a  [+HR,-Case] p o s i t i o n  creates 
chains which have "mixed p rope r t i es " .  
78, See H o j i  (1985)  f o r  a  s i m i l a r  argument f o r  the  base s t r u c t u r e  o f  
t he  Japanese VP. 
The r e s t  o f  t h i s  sec t i on  i s  organized as fo l l ows .  F i r s t ,  we g ive  
evidence o f  t he  Vbl-chain p rope r t i es  o f  German scrambling. The 
arguments are e s s e n t i a l l y  taken from Webelhuth (198!) ) ,  Next we t u r n  t o  
i t s  AN-chain proper t ies .  F i n a l l y  we argue, f o l l o w i n g  Webelhuth (1989) ,  
t h a t  the  mix ture  o f  AN-chain p rope r t i es  and Vbl-cha'in p rope r t i es  
cannot be accounted f o r  independently . I f  co r rec t ,  t h i s  suggests t h a t  
t he  b ina ry  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  chains i n t o  AN-chains and Vbl-chains i s  
t o o  coarse and t h a t  a t h i r d  type o f  cha in  may be needed. We w i l l  
conclude t h i s  sec t i on  by showing t h a t  t he  d i v i s i o n  we propose between 
chains headed by [+HR, +Case] p o s i t i o n s  and chains headed by [+HR, - 
Case] pos i t i ons ,  al though i n v i s i b l e  i n  German, i s  supported by some 
i n t e r e s t i n g  f a c t s  i n  French. 
3.4.1 Vbl-chain p rope r t i es  o f  German scrambling 
Webelhuth (1989 )  argues t h a t  German scrambling has Vbl-chain 
p rope r t i es  by showing t h a t  the chain created by scrambling mani fests 
s t r i k i n g  s i m i l a r i t i e s  t o  the  chain created by WH-movement i n  German. 
The s i m i l a r i t i e s  between these two types o f  movement are summarized i n  
t he  t a b l e  below and i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  the  paradigm i n  (187 ) :  
Proper t ies  WH-movement scrambl i n g  
1 ) Moves DP t t 
2 )  Moves PP t + 
3 )  Strands p repos i t i ons  t t 
4 )  Licenses PG t t 
(187) 
Moves DP 
a. w e l l  Hans das Buch wahrschein l ich t gelesen hat  
because Hans the  book probably read has 
because Hans has probably read the  book 
Moves 
b. we l l  e r  m i t  mihr n i c h t  tanzen w o l l t e  
because he w i t h  me no t  t o  dance wanted 
because he d i d n ' t  want t o  dance w i t h  me 
Strands prepos i t ions  
c.wei l  da niemand [ P P  t gegenl war 
because noone i t  against  was 
because noone was against  i t  
Licenses pG 
d.?wei l  e r  den A r t i k e l  [ohne PRO vorher e  zu lesen]  t ablegte 
because he the  a r t i c l e  w i thout  before reading f i l e d  
t i e d  the  a r t i c l e  w i thout  p rev ious ly  reading 
i m i l a r i i e s  between WH-movement and scrambling i n  
because he f 
Despite these s  
German, i t does not  seem t o  us t h a t  German scrambling must be taken as 
an instance o f  Vbl-chain. Most of the  p rope r t i es  which Webelhuth 
assumes t o  be c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  p rope r t i es  o f  WH-movement do no t  seem t o  
us t o  be so c l e a r l y  d i s t i n c t i v e .  As noted by Webelhuth, p roper ty  ( 1 )  
i s  common t o  both WH-movement and NP-movement and can thus not  serve 
as a  t e s t  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  AN-chains from Vbl-chains. Webelhuth argues 
t h a t  p roper ty  ( 2 ) ,  on the  o ther  hand, i s  a  proper ty  which 
d i s t i ngu i shes  WH-movement from NP-movement. C lear ly ,  standard cases of 
NP-movement such as pass ive  do n o t  u s u a l l y  pe rm i t  t h e  movement o f  a  
PP. I t  has been argued, however, t h a t  some cases of '  movement t o  a  
s u r f a c e  sub jec t  p o s i t i o n " ,  i . e . ,  t o  t h e  Spec o f  TF o r  AGRP-S, can 
sometimes i n v o l v e  PP movement i n  cons t ruc t i ons  such as l o c a t i v e  
i n v e r s i o n  (see Bresnan 1988) o r  I n  examples such as (188): 
a.Under t h e  t a b l e  i s  a sa fe  p l ace  t o  be d u r i n g  an earthquake. 
b.Under t h e  t a b l e  seems t o  be a  sa fe  p l ace  t o  h i de  d u r i n g  an 
earthquake. 
I f  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  PP movement may n o t  be a  d i s t i n c t i v e  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  WH-movement. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  scrambl ing o f  a  PP may 
have d i f f e r e n t  p r o p e r t i e s  f rom t h e  scrambl ing o f  an NPa79 We w i l l  
79. See Maha-jan (1989)  f o r  an argument t h a t  t h i s  i s  indeed t h e  case i n  
H ind i .  MahajanJs argument r e l i e s  on b i n d i n g  fac ts .  As we saw i n  
s e c t i o n  3.1, l e f t w a r d  scrambl ing o f  arguments c rea tes  new b i n d i n g  
p o s s i b i l i t i e s  i n  H ind i .  We w i l l  show i n  t h e  nex t  paragraph t h a t  
t h i s  i s  a l s o  t h e  case i n  German. I n  bo th  H ind i  and i n  German, 
however, l e f t w a r d  scrambl ing o f  a  PP does no t  a l l o w  new b i n d i n g  
p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  Consider t h e  f o l l o w i n g  example: 
( i ) *  w e l l  i c h  gegen Paul und Mar ia? wahrsche in l i ch  d i e  K inder  von 
e inander i  v e r t i d i  gen mul3te 
because I probab ly  must defend each o t h e r ' s  c h i l d r e n  aga ins t  Paul 
and Mar ia  
I n  ( i )  t he  PP has been scrambled ou t s i de  o f  t h e  VP, as can be seen 
f rom t h e  f a c t  t h a t  it precedes a  s e n t e n t i a l  adverb. I t  cannot, 
however, serve as an antecedent f o r  t h e  anaphor con ta ined  i n  t h e  
o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n .  ( 1 )  i s  thus  r u l e d  ou t  by t he  B ind ing  t heo ry ,  
s i nce  t h e  anaphor remains unbound. Th i s  c o n t r a s t s  w i t h  t h e  example 
i n  ( i i ) ,  i n  which an NP has been scrambled -. over  .  -.. a  d a t i v e  argument, 
a l l o w i n g  t h e  anaphor t o  be bound: 
( 1 i ) w e i l  i c h  Paul und Mar ia  Freunden von einander v o r g e s t e l l t  habe 
because I in t roduced Paul and Mar ia  t o  f r i e n d s  o f  each o the r .  
The ~ n ~ r a r n m a t i c a l i t y  o f  ( ( 1 )  may be exp la ined  i n  two d i f f e r e n t  
ways. F i r s t ,  i t  cou ld  be argued t h a t  because o f  t h e  presence o f  
suggest below t h a t  t h e  scrambl ing movement o f  an NP i n  German may 
i n v o l v e  t h e  movement o f  an NP t o  a [tHR] p o s i t i o n .  Th i s  o f  course does 
n o t  r u l e  ou t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of movement t o  adjoinec' p o s i t i o n s .  I t  may 
be t h a t  bo th  a re  a l lowed f o r  NPs and t h a t  PP movemert i s  con f ined  t o  
ad junc t i on .  Al though we do no t  t ake  up t h i s  ques t io r  i n  more d e t a i l ,  
we w i l l  assume t h a t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  PP scrambl ing i s  poss ib l e  says 
no th i ng  about t h e  type  o f  cha in  which i s  created by NP scrambl ing. 
There i s  indeed no c o n t r a d i c t i o n  i n  assuming t h a t  t h e  two types  o f  
scrambl ing may i n v o l v e  d i f f e r e n t  processes. Property ( 3 ) ,  which, 
accord ing  t o  Webelhuth d i s t i n g u i s h e s  WH-movement f rom NP movement i n  
German, i s ,  as i s  well-known, q u i t e  p o s s i b l e  w i t h  bo th  i n  Eng l i sh .  
(189) 
a.This  evidence was tampered w i t h  by t h e  judges 
b.Which evidence d i d  t he  judge tamper with80 
Given 
i n  a l l  
c ross-  
Ge rman has q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  p r o p e r t i e s  f rom Eng l i sh  p r e p o s i t i o n  
(lag),, i t  i s  apparent t h a t  p r e p o s i t i o n  s t r and ing  cannot be taken 
cases as a  p rope r t y  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  AN-chains from Vbl-chains 
l i n g u i s t i c a l l y .  I t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  p r e p o s i t i o n  s t r a n d i n g  i n  
s t rand ing .  I n  any event ,  a l though we w i l l  no t  o f f e r  an account o f  t h e  
d i f f e r e n c e s ,  nor  o f  t h e  reason why NP movement does no t  a l l o w  
----------- 
t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n  , c-command does no t  o b t a i n  between t h e  p o t e n t i a l  
antecedent and t h e  anaphor. ( I n c i d e n t a l l y ,  t h i s  i s  a l s o  t r u e  f o r  
t h e  H ind i  case.)  Second, and more i n t e r e s t i n g l y  f o r  our  
d iscuss ion ,  i t  cou ld  be t h a t  scrambl ing o f  a PP i s  t o  an ad jo ined  
p o s i t i o n  and d i s a l l o w s  b ind ing .  
80. A l though i t  i s  unc lear  t o  what e x t e n t  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  i t  i s  
gene ra l l y  c la imed t h a t  p r e p o s i t i o n  s t r and ing  w i t h  NP movement i s  
somewhat more r e s t r i c t e d  than p r e p o s i t i o n  s t r and ing  w i t h  WH- 
movement. 
p r e p o s i t i o n  st randing,  it seems t o  us t h a t  g iven (189),  t he  
prepos i t ion-s t rand ing  proper ty  cannot be taken as 2, r e l i a b l e  t e s t  t o  
d i s t i n g u i s h  AN-chains from Vbl-chains. As we have assumed a l l  along, 
however, p roper ty  ( 4 )  i s  a d i s t i n c t i v e  proper ty  o f  Vbl-chains. The 
f a c t  t h a t  German scrambling appears t o  l i cense  p a r a s i t i c  gaps thus  
c l e a r l y  d i s t i ngu i shes  t h i s  type o f  movement f rom t h e  ob jec t  s h i f t  
movement t h a t  we analyzed i n  t h e  prev ious sec t ions  and from the  
prev ious cases o f  scrambling we s tud ied  i n  sect ions 3.1 and 3 . 2 . 8 1  
81. Some caut ion  i s  requ i red  w i t h  t h e  type o f  examples given i n  
(187)d. Le t  us f i r s t  note t h a t  f o r  a number o f  speakers, these 
examples are e s s e n t i a l l y  unacceptable i f  they conta in  a gap 
instead o f  an o v e r t  pronoun. Even f o r  these speakers, however, a 
cons t ras t  remains between sentences i n  which the  NP precedes t h e  
adjunct  clause and sentences i n  which the  NP f o l l o w s  it. Thus, 
(11) i s  even worse than (1):  
(1) *we11 e r  den A r t i k e l  [ohne PRO vohrer zu lesen 1 ablegte 
because he f i l e d  t h e  a r t i c l e  w i thout  p rev ious l y  reading i t 
( i i ) * * w e i l  e r  [ohne PRO vohrer zu lesen] den A r t i k e l  ablegte 
No such con t ras t  occurs, however, i f  the  adjunct  conta ins  a 
resumptive pronoun. 
I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  f o r  speakers who do not  accept t,hese examples, 
regu lar  p a r a s i t i c  gaps w i t h  a WH-extraction are! equa l l y  
unacceptable. We observe the  f o l l o w i n g  d i s t r i b u t i o n :  speakers who 
do not  accept p a r a s i t i c  gaps w i t h  WH-constructions w i l l  no t  accept 
p a r a s t i c  gaps w i t h  scrambled cons t i tuents .  On t h e  o the r  hand, 
speakers who accept p a r a s i t i c  gaps w i t h  WH-con~~truct ion f a i r l y  
w e l l  w i l l  accept p a r a s i t i c  gaps w i t h  scrambled cons t i tuents .  It i s  
no t  t he  case f o r  e i t h e r  s e t  o f  speakers t h a t  t he re  i s  a 
s i g n i f i c a n t  con t ras t  between p a r a s i t i c  gaps w i t h  scrambled 
cons t i t uen ts  and p a r a s i t i c  gaps w i t h  WH-constituents. Given the  
system we propose, t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  could p l a u s i b l y  be expla ined 
w i t h  respect t o  t he  Case-marking p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  
p r o j e c t i o n s  (see below). For t he  speakers who do not  accept 
p a r a s i t i c  gaps w i t h  WH-movement and scrambling, we would suggest 
t h a t  a l l  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n s  are  [+HR, +Case] p o s i t i o n s  and thus 
l i cense  on l y  pure AN-chain proper t ies .  For speakers who accept 
p a r a s t i c  gaps i n  both cons t ruc t ions ,  we would suggest t h a t  i n  
t h e i r  grammar f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  do no t  al 'ow Case-marking o f  
t h e i r  s p e c i f i e r s .  Thus, t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  two d i a l e c t s  
can be expla ined s imply as the  consequence o f  ct d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t he  
p rope r t i es  o f  f u n c t i o n a l  p ro jec t i ons .  Such a parameter i s  i n  
keeping w i t h  the  hypothesis t h a t  a l l  parametr ic v a r i a t i o n s  occur 
We conclude from t h i s  b r i e f  review t h a t  German scrambling shows a t  
l e a s t  one proper ty  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of Vbl-chains, namely the  a b i l i t y  t o  
l i cense  p a r a s i t i c  gaps. Bennis and Hoekstra (1985) have argued t h a t  
Dutch scrambling mani fests a s i m i l a r  property.  According t o  Bennis 
(1986), (see a l so  Koopman and Sport iche (1988)) there  i s  a c l e a r  
con t ras t  between the  two sentences i n  (190): 
(190) 
a. Jan heeft  d i e  boeken [zonder ze/e t e  bek i j ken]  t weggelegt 
Jan has the  book w i thout  i t / e  reading pu t  away 
Jan put  t he  book away w i thout  reading i t / e  
b. Jan hee f t  [zonder ze/*e t e  bek i j ken]  t weggelegt 
I n  h i s  view, (190)a. i s  poss ib le  w i t h  a gap because the  gap i s  
l i censed by the  movement o f  the  NP from i t s  VP-internal p o s i t i o n  t o  a 
----------- 
i n  the  l ex i con  and may i n  f a c t  be r e s t r i c t e d  t o  func t i ona l  
p ro jec t i ons ,  as suggested by Chomsky (1989). 
Th is  explanat ion,  however, s u f f e r s  two problems: f i r s t ,  i f  the  
d i f f e r e n c e  between the  [+Case] o r  [-Case] p rope r t i es  o f  some 
func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  i s  a parametr ic  d i f ference!  w i t h i n  German, i t  
i s  unclear  how t h a t  parametr ic d i f f e r e n c e  could be set ,  s ince it 
does not  seem obvious t h a t  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  co r re la tes  w i t h  any 
o the r  d i s t i n c t i o n .  Possibly,  however, such c o r r e l a t i o n s  may be 
discovered w i t h  f u r t h e r  research. Second, on cursory inspect ion,  
t he  d i s t i n c t i o n  among speakers does not  seem t o  correspond t o  any 
geographical region,  f o r  instance Northern and Southern d i a l e c t s ,  
which manifest o ther  known d i f f e rences  w i t h  respect t o  long 
d is tance ex t rac t i on .  
I t  i s  q u i t e  poss ib le  t h a t  f u r t h e r  research w i l l  determine t h a t  the  
cons t ruc t ions  i n  quest ion are  n o t  p a r a s i t i c  gap construct ions,  bu t  
correspond ra the r  t o  some ob jec t  drop phenomenon, t h e  cond i t ions  
o f  which remain t o  be invest igated.(See Auth ie r  f o r  an i n t e r e s t i n g  
proposal which does not,  however, address the  cases i n  quest ion 
e x p l i c i t l y ) .  Note t h a t  i f  it were t o  t u r n  ou t  t h a t  German 
scrambling cannot l i cense pa ras t i c  gaps, t h i s  would no t  cause any 
problem fo r  our view. German scrambling would simply be c lose r  t o  
H ind i  scrambling and would thus receive a s i m i l a r  ana lys is .  I n  any 
event, i t  appears t h a t  f o r  t he  speakers who accept these 
cons t ruc t ions ,  t h e  judgments given by Webelhuth f o r  these 
cons t ruc t ions  do hold. The purpose o f  t h i s  sec t ion  i s  t o  show how 
our  model can accommodate these cons t ruc t ions  i f  t h e  data are 
indeed as repor ted by Webelhuth. 
p o s i t i o n  i n  which i t  c-commands b o t h  i t s  own t r a c e  and t h e  gap w i t h i n  
t h e  ad junc t .  (190)b. i s  ungrammatical w i t h  a  gap, however, because t h e  
NP has remained i n  i t s  base-s t ruc tu re  p o s i t i o n ,  and consequent ly  t h e r e  
i s  no p a t h  o r  cha in  f o r  t h e  gap i n  t h e  ad junc t  c lause  t o  be p a r a s i t i c  
on. 
As has been noted by bo th  Haider  (1984) and W e b e l h ~ t h  (1989 ) ,  German 
NP sc ramb l ing  a l s o  man i f es t s  a  number o f  p r o p e r t i e s  which a re  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  AN-chains. We t u r n  t o  these p r o p e r t i e s  i n  t h e  nex t  
subsec t ion .  
3.4.2 AN-chain proper t ies  o f  German scrambling 
The f i r s t  AN-chain p r o p e r t y  man i fes ted  by German NP sc ramb l ing  i s  t h a t  
i t  does n o t  c r e a t e  WCO v i o l a t i o n s ,  as (191) shows. 
( 191 1 
wei 1 Mar ia  den Hansi s e i  nemi Pro fessor  vo rges te l  11; h a t  
because Mar ia  Hans t o  h i s  p ro fesso r  in t roduced  has 
because Mar ia  i n t r oduced  Hans t o  h i s  p ro fesso r  
Consider t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  (191) :  
(192) [ w e l l  [ Mar ia  den Hansi [ U P  seinemi Pro fessor  ti v o r g e s t e l l t ]  
h a t 1  I 
I n  (192) ,  t h e  NP den Hans b inds  bo th  a  pronoun and i t s  t r a c e ,  n e i t h e r  
o f  which c-commands t h e  o t h e r .  Thus, (192) i s  a  t y p i c a l  S - s t r u tu re  
- c o n f i g u r a t i o n  f o r  WCO v i o l a t i o n s .  But as t h e  g rammat i ca l i t y  o f  (191) 
shows, no WCO e f f e c t  obtains, a property which we have argued t o  be 
t y p i c a l  of AN-chains. 
Moreover, as shown i n  (193), German scrambling a l so  permi ts  WCO 
repa i r .  As noted above, a q u a n t i f i e d  accusative NF' induces WCO e f fec ts  
w i t h  respect t o  a c-commanding i n d i r e c t  ob jec t  conta in ing  a pronoun, 
bu t  i f  the  accusative NP i s  scrambled t o  a p o s i t i o n  which precedes the  
i n d i r e c t  ob jec t  conta in ing  the  pronoun, b ind ing o f  t he  pronoun by the  
q u a n t i f i e r  becomes poss ib le  and the  WCO e f f e c t  no longer obtains. 
(193) 
a. *wei1 i c h  seinemi Professor jeden Schuler i  v o r g e s t e l l t  
habe. 
because I h i s  professor t o  every student introduced have 
b. we i l  i c h  jeden Schuler-i seinemi Professor vorge:; tel l t  
habe. 
I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  t he  same cont ras t  ob ta ins  wh i th  scrambled WH-phrases. 
Consider the  f o l l o w i n g  examples: 
(194)  
a.* Ich f rage mich wer se ine r i  Frau weni v o r g e s t e l l t  hat  
I ask myself  who h i ~ i  wife(Dat) whomi(Acc) introduced has 
I wonder who introduced whomi t o  h i ~ i  w i f e  
b. I c h  f rage mich wer weni se iner i  Frau v o r g e s t e l l t  hat  
I n  Cl94)a., an accusative WH-phrase i n  s i t u  induces a WCO v i o l a t i o n  
w i t h  respect t o  the  pronoun contained i n  t h e  c-commiinding i n d i r e c t  
ob jec t .  But as shown by the  gramrnatical i ty o f  (193)h., t h e  WCO 
v i o l a t i o n  disappears when the  WH-phrase i s  scrambled over t h e  i n d i r e c t  
ob jec t ;  t he  f a c t  t h a t  t he  scrambled element 1s an operator i s  
i r r e l e v a n t .  The grammatical i ty o f  (194)b. thus provides more evidence 
t h a t  i t  i s  t h e  landing s i t e  o f  movement which determines the  
p roper t i es  o f  a chain, no t  the nature o f  t he  element which heads it. 
WH-phrases are c l e a r l y  operator  phrases, ye t  t he  p rope r t i es  o f  
scrambling remain unchanged when they are involved.  
As noted by Webelhuth, NP scrambling shows another p roper ty  t y p i c a l  o f  
AN-chains: movement o f  an NP creates new b ind ing  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  
(195) 
a. *we11 i c h  einander d iese Frauen v o r g e s t e l l t  habe 
because I each o ther  these women int roduced have 
because I in t roduced these women t o  each o ther  
b. w e l l  i c h  d iese Frauen einander v o r g e s t e l l t  habe 
(195)a. i s  r u l e d  out  by P r i n c i p l e  A o f  t he  b ind ing  theory:  t h e  anaphor 
einander has no appropr iate antecedent, s ince the  c b j e c t  NP does not  
c-command it. I n  (195)b., however, the  anaphor i s  app rop r ia te l y  bound 
by the  scrambled NP. This  shows t h a t  the  land ing  s i t e  o f  scrambling 
must be a p o s i t i o n  from which b ind ing  i s  poss ib le ,  i e .  an [+HR] 
p o s i t i o n  i n  our view. Other examples which lead t o  the  same conclus ion 
are the  fo l l ow ing :  
(196) 
a.*wei l  i c h  Freunden von einander Paul und Maria v o r g e s t e l l t  
habe 
because I f r i e n d s  o f  each o ther  Paul and Maria in t roduced have 
because I in t roduced Paul and Maria t o  f r i e n d s  o f  each o ther  
b .we i l  i c h  Paul und Maria Freunden von einander v o r g e s t e l l t  
habe 
German NP scrambling mani fests ye t  another p roper ty  which we have 
argued t o  be t y p i c a l  o f  
f l o a t .  
(197) 
we l l  i c h  d iese Bucher e i  
because I these books a 
AN-chains: it i s  compatible w i t h  q u a n t i f i e r  
nem Kind a11e geben w o l l t e  
c h i l d  a l l  t o  g i ve  wanted 
becaue I wanted t o  g ive  a l l  these books t o  a  c h i l d  
The AN-chain p rope r t i es  o f  German NP scrambling are :summarized i n  t h e  
t a b l e  below: 
82. Proper t ies  of German reconst ruc t ion  remain somewhat unclear ,  
essemnt ia l l y  because of the  d i f f i c u l t y  o f  the  jugements. We 
summarize b r i e f l y  t e h  p rope r t i es  we have been ab'le t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  
i n  t h i s  foo tno te .  But the  jugements are e s s e n t i a ' l y  those of one 
speaker and may thus not  be representat ive.  
German permi ts  reconst ruc t ion  w i t h  WH-elements arid t o p i c a l i z a t i o n :  
(1  
( ? )  Welches Buch uber s i c h i  ha t  Hansi gekauft 
Which book about h imse l f  has Hans bought 
( i i )  
( ? )  Dieses Bucher uber s i c h  ha t  Hans gekauft 
h i s  book about h imse l f ,  Hans has bought 
I t  a l so  permi ts  reconst ruc t ion  w i t h  scrambling: 
(111) 
( ? )  w e i l  dieses Buch uber s i c h i  Hans kaufen w o l l t e .  
because t h i s  book about h imse l f ,  Hans wanted t o  huy 
But consider t he  f o l l o w i n g  example: 
( i v )  
w e i l  seine E l t e r n i  dieses Buch uber s i c h i / ? ? j  den1 
Hansj gegeben hat .  
because h i s  parents t h i s  book about them/??himse?f t o  Hans 
given have 
because h i s  parents gave Hans t h i s  book about the'm/??himself 
The anaphor s i c h  i n  German i s  neut ra l  w i t h  respect t o  number. This  
means t h a t  i n  sentences (1)  and (11) above, both NPs can l o g i c a l l y  
be the antecedent of sich. I n  sentence ( i v )  above however, i t  
appears t h a t  the  anaphor can only  r e f e r  t o  the subject  c- 
commanding it. I n  o ther  words, i t  appears t h a t  i r  t h i s  case the  
anaphor cannot be reconstructed i n  i t s  base p o s i t i o n  t o  take Hans 
as i t s  sub jec t .  As mentioned by Mahajan (l989), t he  same f a c t  
holds i n  Hindi  (a l though no t ,  apparent ly,  i n  Lapanese). Mahajan 
i n t e r p r e t s  t h i s  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  as fo l lows.  C r u c i a l l y ,  he assumes 
t h a t  anaphoric reconst ruc t ion  e f f e c t s  are l i m i t e d  t o  Vbl-chains. 
I n  h i s  view, movement t o  an in termediate p o s i t i o n  w i t h i n  the  
sentence i s  movement t o  the  Spec o f  a  func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  and 
creates AN-chains. Since reconst ruc t ion  1s l i m i t e d  t o  Vbl-chains, 
t he  f a c t  t h a t  b ind ing  by the  the da t i ve  i s  impossible i n  ( i v )  i s  
taken t o  f o l l o w  from the f a c t  t h a t  t he  chain created by scrambling 
i s  an AN-chain. On the  o ther  hand, movement t o  r i g h t  edge o f  t he  
s e n t e n t i a l  cons t i t uen t  can be, i n  Mahajan's view, e i t h e r  movement 
t o  a  func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  o r  adjunct ion.  Since ad junc t ions  c rea te  
Vbl-chains, reconst ruc t ion  from t h i s  p o s i t i o n  i s  possib le.  This  
exp la ins  the  grammat ica l i ty  o f  (iii). 
A number o f  quest ions a r i s e  f o r  t h i s  ana lys is .  F i r s t ,  i t  i s  
unclear  why ad junc t ion  t o  an in termediate p o s i t i o n  i n  the  sentence 
(VP o r  any func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n )  shoud be ru led  ou t .  Second, 
consider the  f o l l o w i n g  example: 
( v )  
w e i l  dieses Buch uber s i c h i / ? ? j  seinen E l t e r n i  dem 
Hansj gegeben hat  
because t h i s  book about them/??himself h i s  parents t o  Hans 
given have 
I n  ( v )  t he  favored b ind ing  o f  t h e  anaphor remains the  sub jec t  
ra the r  than the  da t i ve ,  even though the  cons t i t uen t  has now been 
f ron ted  t o  the  r i g h t  edge o f  t h e  sentence and can thus  be i n  an 
adjo ined pos i t i on .  Again, t h e  same f a c t  holds i n  H ind i .  Mahajan 
speculates t h a t  t h e  reason t h a t  t he  b ind ing  by the  d a t i v e  element 
remains impossible i s  t h a t  the  f ron ted  cons t i t uen t  i s  
reconstructed on l y  t o  the  in termediate p o s i t i o n  and not  t o  t he  
base p o s i t i o n  o f  the  ob jec t .  Under t h i s  view, t he  LF reconstructed 
s t r u c t u r e  o f  ( v )  i s  equ iva len t  t o  t he  S-st rucutre o f  ( i v ) .  I n  
o ther  words, i t  i s  assumed t h a t  movement t o  the r igh tward  p o s i t i o n  
o f  t he  sentence proceeds i n  two steps: f i r s t  movement t o  the  Spec 
o f  an in termediate p o s i t i o n ,  then movement t o  an adjo ined 
p o s i t i o n .  The f i r s t  s tep forms an AN-chain and the  second a  Vbl- 
chain. Since o n l y  Vbl-chain a l l ow  reconst ruc t icn ,  reconst ruc t ion  
w i l l  o n l y  go as f a r  as the  in termediate p o s i t i o n .  I n  f oo tno te  (xx)  
o f  sec t i on  3 .1 ,  we speculated t h a t  the  o b l i g a t o r y  b ind ing  o f  the  
anaphor by the  sub jec t  i n  H ind i  was e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  a  
d i f f e r e n c e  i n  markedness. We suggested t h a t  b ind ing  through 
reconst ruc t ion  was more marked than b ind ing  through c-command and 
t h a t  t h i s  expla ined the  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  b ind ing  the  anaphor by 
t h e  d a t i v e  i n  ( i v )  and (v ) .  I f  t h i s  i s  co r rec t ,  t he  p r e d i c t i o n  i s  
t h a t  i f  t h e  sub jec t  i s  no t  a  poss ib le  b inder  f o r  the  anaphor, 
reconst ruc t ion  should be possib le.  This  i s  confirmed by t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  sentences: 
( v i  i) 
( ? )  we i l  w i r  Lehrer dieses Buch uber s i c h i  dem Hans1 empfohlen 
haben 
because we teacher t h i s  book about h imse l f  t o  Hans recommended 
have 
( v i i i )  
( ? )  w e i l  dieses Buch uber s i c h i  w i r  Lehrer dem Hans empfol len 
haben 
(1x1 
we i l  Maria d iese Bucher uber einander seinen Freunden gegeben ha t  
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Let  us recap i tu la te .  We have seen t h a t  German sentence-internal 
scrambling mani fests a t  l e a s t  one (and maybe more) c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  
p rope r t i es  o f  Vbl-chains, as we l l  as several p rope r t i es  o f  AN-chains. 
We have so f a r  assumed, f o l l o w i n g  Chomsky (1981) ,  t h a t  t he re  are 
e s s e n t i a l l y  two types o f  chains, Vbl-chains and AN-chains, which are  
i n  complementary d i s t r i b u t i o n .  I n  our view, as i n  Chomsky (1981 and 
f o l l o w i n g ) ,  t he  d i s t i n c t i o n  between the  two types o f  chains 
corresponds t o  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  between two types o f  pos i t i ons ,  [tHR] 
p o s i t i o n s  and [-HR] pos i t i ons .  There i s  s t r i c t  complementary 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  between the  two types o f  pos i t i ons ,  and thus movement t o  
e i t h e r  type o f  p o s i t i o n  i s  expected t o  mani fest  one given s e t  o f  
----------- 
because Maria t h i s  book about each o ther  her f r i e n d s  given has 
because Maria has given t h i s  book about each o ther  t o  her  f r i e n d s  
These sentences have the  same s ta tus  as the  examples o f  
reconst ruc t ion  above i n  (i), ( i i ) ,  and (iii). The g r a m m a t i c a l t y  
of these sentences thus conf irms our hypothesis.  Moreover, they 
support the  hypothesis,  argued f o r  i n  sec t i on  3.2.2.1, t h a t  both 
AN-chains and Vbl-chains a l low f o r  anaphoric reconst ruc t ion .  
( ? )  [Dieses Buch uber s i c h i  ] j  ha t  seine E l t e r n  dem Hans t j  
gegeben 
( ? )  [Welches Buch uber s i c h j l i  ha t  seine E l t e r n  dem Hansj ti 
gegebenl 
proper t i es .  The mixed p rope r t i es  o f  t he  chain created by German 
scrambling, however, seem t o  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  t h i s  simple b inary  
d i s t i n c t i o n .  
3.4.3 Toward a t e r n a r y  p a r t i t i o n  o f  p o s i t i o n s  
Note t h a t  the  mixed p rope r t i es  o f  t he  chain created by German 
scrambling could be compatible w i t h  a  b ina ry  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  t h e  
typology o f  p o s i t i o n s  i f  i t  turned out  t o  be the  case t h a t  each se t  o f  
p rope r t i es  (Vb l -p roper t ies  and AN-properties) never occurred 
simultaneously. This  would e n t a i l  t h a t  scrambling can "choose" t o  move 
e i t h e r  t o  a  [tHR] p o s i t i o n  o r  t o  a [-HR] p o s i t i o n ,  c rea t i ng  a 
d i f f e r e n t  type o f  chain i n  each s i t u a t i o n .  I f  so, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
scrambling can show e i t h e r  AN- o r  Vbl -proper t ies i s  expected. But we 
expect p rope r t i es  o f  both se ts  never t o  cooccur. As shown by 
Webelhuth, however, t h i s  p r e d i c t i o n  i s  i n c o r r e c t .   TI^ f o l l o w i n g  
example simultaneously d isp lays  AN-chain p rope r t i es  and Vbl-chain 
p rope r t i es :  
(199) 
? Peter  ha t  jeden Gasti [ohne e i  anzushauen] seinem 
Nachbarn ti v o r g e s t e l l t .  ( W  1989) 
Peter in t roduced each guest w i thout  look ing  a t  (him) t o  h i s  
(200) 
? Peter  ha t  d i e  Gastei [ ohne e i  anzushauen] einand~sr 
ti v o r g e s t e l l t .  (W 1989) 
Peter  in t roduced the  guests [w i thout  look ing  a t  (them)] t o  
each o ther .  
- (199) i s  an example wh 
b ind ing  by a  scrambled 
i n a l  i c h  d i sp lays  both WCO r e p a i r  ( o r  pronom 
q u a n t i f i e r ) ,  an AN-chain proper ty ,  and 
neighbor 
p a r a s i t i c  gap l i cens ing ,  a  Vbl-chain proper ty .  (200) d i sp lays  anaphor 
b ind ing  by the  scrambled element and p a r a s i t i c  gap l i cens ing .  These 
examples show c l e a r l y  t h a t  the Vbl-chain p rope r t i es  and the  AN-chain 
p rope r t i es  of scrambling can cooccur. Consequently, the  suggestion 
t h a t  scrambling can "choose" i t s  landing s i t e  and thereby determine 
t h e  unique s ta tus  of i t s  chain i s  no t  tenable. Suppose t h a t  t h e  
land ing  s i t e  o f  scrambling i s  an A ' -pos i t ion  i n  (200), f o r  instance; 
then the  b ind ing  
hand, the  land ing  
p a r a s i t i c  gap wou 
f a c t s  would remain unexplained. I f ,  on the  o the r  
s i t e  i s  an A-posit ion, the occurrence o f  t he  
I d  remain unexplained. 
Based on t h i s  observat ion,  Webelhuth proposes t o  modify t h e  b ina ry  
d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  p o s i t i o n s  o f  the  LGB model. I n  h i s  view, t he  land ing  
s i t e  o f  scrambling i s  an adjoined p o s i t i o n ,  an A ' -pos i t ion  i n  t he  LGB 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  To account f o r  the  mixed proper t ies  o f  German 
scrambling, he proposes t h a t  pos i t i ons  be c l a s s i f i e d  i n  a  te rna ry  
system which comprises, f i r s t ,  "pure" A-posit ions ( p o t e n t i a l  9-marked 
p o s i t i o n s )  from which on ly  AN-chains can be formed, second, "pure" 
operator  p o s i t i o n s  from which on ly  Vbl-chains can be formed, such as 
the  Spec o f  the  CP p ro jec t i on ,  and t h i r d ,  adjoined p o s i t  
may head chains w i t h  ambiguous proper t ies .  I n  Webelliuth 
chains headed from adjo ined pos i t i ons  are u n r e s t r i c t e d  w 
t h e i r  b ind ing- theore t ic  p roper t ies .  
ions,  which 
s  view, 
i t h  respect t o  
Webelhuth's proposal i s  a r t i c u l a t e d  w i t h i n  a  model which assumes 
n e i t h e r  t he  VP-internal hypothesis nor t he  " s p l i t  INFI "  hypothesis,  
w i t h  i t s  m u l t i p l e  func t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons .  I n  a  model which assumes 
both  hypotheses, such as t h e  model we have adopted throughout t h i s  
t hes i s ,  t he  conclus ion drawn by Webelhuth f o r  examples o f  t he  type o f  
(199) and (200) i s  no t  necessary. Although (199) and (200) show t h a t  
an approach i n  which scrambling d i s c r i m i n a t e l y  "chooses" i t s  land ing  
s i t e  i s  untenable, t h i s  does not  e n t a i l  t h a t  t he  b ina ry  d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  
p o s i t i o n s  needs t o  be modi f ied.  It i s  poss ib le  t o  c:onstruct an 
a l t e r n a t i v e  d e r i v a t i o n  f o r  examples such as (199) m d  (200) which 
s a t i s f i e s  bo th  the  AN-chain p rope r t i es  and the  Vbl-chain p rope r t i es  o f  
German scrambling and a t  t he  same t ime mainta ins the  b ina ry  
d i s t i n c t i o n .  This  a l t e r n a t i v e  d e r i v a t i o n  i s  one i n  which the  scrambled 
element f i r s t  moves t o  a  p o s i t i o n  from which AN-chains can be headed, 
i . e . ,  a  [+HR] p o s i t i o n ,  and subsequently moves t o  a  p o s i t i o n  which can 
head Vbl-chains, a  [-HR] pos i t i on .  Under t h i s  view, t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  
examples such as (199) and (200) would be as fo l l ows :  
(201 
? [Peter  ha t  [ jeden Gasti [ohne e i  anzushauen] [ t ' i  [seinem Nachbarn 
ti v o r g e s t e l l t  ] I  I 
I n  (201), we assume t h a t  t he  t r a c e  t ' i  i s  i n  the  s p e c i f i e r  o f  some 
f u n c t i o n a l  p ro jec t i on ,  a  [+HRl p o s i t i o n  i n  our terms. Support f o r  t h i s  
assumption comes from the  f a c t  t h a t ,  as shown i n  (202), a  f l o a t i n g  
quant i f ie r (under1 ined)  can occur i n  t h i s  p o s i t i o n .  
(202) 
. -. - .- . 
? Peter ha t  den Gasteni [ohne e i  anzushauen] mi t ' i  i h ren  Nachbarn 
ti vorgeste l  1  t. 
Recal l  t h a t  under Spor t i che 's  (1988) view o f  f l o a t i n g  quan t i f i e r s ,  
which we have adopted, f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  may be taken t o  i nd i ca te  
the  in termediate landing s i t e s  o f  NP movement. I n  (202) ,  t he  p o s i t i o n  
o f  t he  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r  suggests t h a t  there  i s  <I poss ib le  [+HRl  
landing s i t e  f o r  t he  scrambled NP which i s  ou ts ide  the  VP 
cons t i tuent ,s ince  it i s  t o  the  l e f t  o f  the ind i rec t ,  ob jec t  and occurs 
before the adjunct .  If so, the AN-chain proper ty  which i s  manifested 
i n  (199) by pronominal b ind ing  w i l l  be s t ra igh t fo rward l y  accounted 
f o r .  Recal l  t h a t  i n  our view, AN-chains are headed by [+HR] pos i t i ons :  
thus the  chain ( t ' i ,  t i )  w i l l  be an AN-chain. We can now assume t h a t  
t he  NP den Gasten has subsequently moved over t he  adjunct  t o  an 
adjo ined p o s i t i o n ,  from which it heads a  Vbl-chain ~ h i c h  l i censes the  
p a r a s i t i c  gapma3 Given t h i s  de r i va t i on ,  the apparent simulta'neous 
mixed p rope r t i es  o f  German scrambling shown i n  examples such as (199) 
and (200) can rece ive  an explanat ion compatible w i t h  a  b ina ry  
d i s t i n c t i o n  between AN-chains and Vbl-chains w i t h  no mod i f i ca t i on .  I n  
o the r  words, (199) and (200) no longer c o n s t i t u t e  counterexamples f o r  
a  b ina ry  d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  pos i t ions .  
Note, however, t h a t  Webelhuth's i n t u i t i o n  t h a t  a te rnary  d i s t i n c t i o n  
i n  the  typology o f  p o s i t i o n  may be needed may s t i l l  be co r rec t .  
Although examples (199) and (200) do not fo rce  a  fu r the r  subd iv ids ion  
o f  the  p o s i t i o n s  re levant  f o r  the AN/Vbl-chain d i s t i n c t i o n ,  i t  i s  
poss ib le  t o  cons t ruc t  examples where the AN-chain and Vbl-chain 
----------- 
83. A s i m i l a r  ana lys is  has been proposed by Wyngaerd (1989). 
proper t i es  must t r u l y  ho ld  simultaneously and cannot ho ld  
successively .  Consider t he  f o l l o w i n g  example: 
(203 1 
a. ?we11 Maria jedeni Gast [ohne seinemi Par tner  e i  
vo rzus te l l en ]  ti a11ein 1al3t. 
because Maria every guest w i thout  h i s  pa r tne r  i n t roduc ing  
l e f t  alone 
because Maria l e f t  every guest alone w i thout  i n t roduc ing  t o  
h i s  par tner  
b. ?wei1 Peter jedei  Frau ohne ihrem Partner  vo rzus te l l en  
a l l e i n  1al3t. 
because Peter  every woman wi thout  her  par tner  i n t roduc ing  
l e f t  alone 
because Peter  l e f t  every woman alone w i thout  i n t roduc ing  t o  
her  pa r tne r  
The sentences i n  (203) show t h e  f o l l o w i n g  phenomena. F i r s t ,  t he re  i s  a  
p a r a s i t i c  gap i n  t h e i r  adjunct  clause. Second, t he  i n d i r e c t  ob jec t  i n  
t h e i r  adjunct  clause conta ins a  pronoun which i s  bound by t h e  
q u a n t i f i e r  i n  t he  main clause. 
Note t h a t  t he  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  sentences i n  (203) i s  on a  par  w i t h  
Webelhuth's examples i n  (199 )  and (200). That i s ,  they are  f a r  from 
pe r fec t .  What i s  c r u c i a l ,  however, i s  t h a t  there  i s  no d i f f e r e n c e  i n  
a c c e p t a b i l i t y  between a  reading i n  which the  pronoun i n  the  adjunct  
clause i s  bound by the  q u a n t i f i e r  and a reading i n  which it i s  not .  I n  
o ther  words, the  b ind ing  o f  the  pronoun does not  reduce the  
a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  the  sentence. 
As we showed above, a  pronoun contained w i t h i n  an i n d i r e c t  ob jec t  
cannot be bound by a  q u a n t i f i e r  i n  the  d i r e c t  ob jec t  pos i t i on .  Thus, 
t he  bound reading o f  the  pronoun i n  (203) c l e a r l y  cannot be l icensed 
by the  pa ras t i c  gap i n  ob jec t  p o s i t i o n .  I f  t h i s  i s  r i g h t ,  we conclude 
t h a t  i t  i s  the  q u a n t i f i e r  i n  the  ma t r i x  clause which serves d i r e c t l y  
as the  antecedent f o r  t he  pronoun i n  the  adjunct  clause. The s t r u c t u r e  
o f  (203) i s  given below: 
(204) [ we l l  [Peter  jede Fraui [ohne ihrerni Par tner  e i  vorzus te l  l en ]  
[ V P  ti a l l e i n  1a l3 t l l J  
The NP jede Frau has been scrambled over the adjunct, phrase and binds 
both i t s  t race  i n s i d e  the  VP and the  pronoun i n s i d e  the adjunct ,  
n e i t h e r  o f  which c-commands the  o ther .  This  i s  an S -s t ruc tu re  
con f i gu ra t i on  f o r  WCO, but  WCO e f f e c t s  do no t  obta in.  Thus, scrambling 
i n  (203) mani fests AN-chain p rope r t i es .  Since a  p a r a s i t i c  gap i s  
l icensed,  scrambling a l so  mani fests Vbl-chain proper t ies .  (203) then 
t r u l y  shows the  s imu l tane i t y  o f  t he  AN-properties arid Vb l -p roper t ies  
o f  German scrambling. Note t h a t  an ana lys is  i nvo l v ing  two consecut ive 
movements c r e a t i n g  an AN-chain and a  Vbl-chain succe~ssively i s  o f  no 
he lp  i n  t h i s  case. To a l l ow  pronominal b ind ing ,  e i t h e r  the q u a n t i f i e d  
NP i t s e l f  o r  i t s  t r a c e  must c-command the  pronoun. hut  i f  e i t h e r  t he  
t r a c e  o r  t he  q u a n t i f i e d  NP c-commands the  pronoun,i t  w i l l  a l so  c- 
command the  p a r a s i t i c  gap. We conclude t h a t  it must be the  same cha in  
which l i censes both the  b ind ing  o f  the  pronoun and the p a r a s i t i c  gap, 
whether t h a t  chain i s  headed d i r e c t l y  by the  q u a n t i f i e d  NP o r  by i t s  
t race ,  i n  cases where the  q u a n t i f i e d  NP i t s e l f  has moved f u r t h e r .  
Given examples such as those i n  (203),  we are d r i ven  back t o  the  
conclus ion t h a t  some p o s i t i o n s  seem t o  create chains w i t h  ambiguous 
p rope r t i es .  Thus, we are d r i ven  back t o  Webelhuth's proposal t h a t  a  
te rna ry  ra the r  than a  b ina ry  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  p o s i t i o n s  may be needed. 
To account f o r  examples o f  t he  type i n  (2031,  we w i l l  indeed suggest 
t h a t  a  f u r t h e r  d i s t i n c t i o n  between the  types of p o s i t i o n s  we have so 
f a r  d is t ingu ished can be made. We w i l l ,  however, make a  proposal which 
d i f f e r s  from t h a t  o f  Webelhuth. 
3.4.4 On t h e  nature  o f  p o s i t i o n s  which head chains w i t h  mixed 
p rope r t i es  
Recal l  t h a t  i n  Webelhuth's view adjo ined p o s i t i o n s  are p o s i t i o n s  which 
can head chains w i t h  mixed proper t ies .  I t  seems t o  US, however, t h a t  
such a  proposal runs i n t o  some t h e o r e t i c a l  and empi r ica l  problems. 
F i r s t ,  i t  i s  s tandardly  assumed t h a t  q u a n t i f i e r  r a i d i n g  creates 
adjo ined s t ruc tu res  a t  LF. C lea r l y  QR, u n l i k e  scrambling, has Vbl- 
chain p rope r t i es ,  s ince i t  induces crossover v io la t ' ions .  Recal l  t he  
con t ras ts  given above between q u a n t i f i e r s  which have remained i n  s i t u  
and q u a n t i f i e r s  which have been scrambled; on l y  t he  former induce WCO 
v i o l a t i o n s .  I f  i t  i s  assumed, however, as suggested by Webelhuth, t h a t  
adjo ined p o s i t i o n s  have ambiguous p rope r t i es ,  then e i t h e r  t he  
hypothesis t h a t  QR i s  movement c rea t i ng  adjunct ions must be rev ised,  
o r  e l s e  i t  must be assumed t h a t  S-st ructure adjunct- ions and LF  
adjunct ions have d i f f e r e n t  p roper t ies :  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  i t  must be 
assumed t h a t  on l y  S-st ructure adjunct ions create chains which are 
mixed w i t h  respect t o  t h e i r  b ind ing- theore t ic  p roper t ies .  
Second, i f  a d ~ o i n e d  p o s i t i o n s  are p o s i t i o n s  from which chains w i t h  
mixed p rope r t i es  are l icensed,  it becomes q u i t e  unc'lear how a  
cond i t i on  on improper movement could be derived. Consider a case o f  
super - ra is i  ng: 
(205)*Johni seems [ t h a t  i t  i s  considered [ t i t o  be i n t e l l i g e n t ] ]  
To exclude t h i s  sentence, Chomsky (1986) c r u c i a l l y  assumes t h a t  
ad junc t ion  t o  VP i s  excluded by the cond i t i on  on improper movement.84 
I f  ad junc t ion  t o  the VP p r o j e c t i o n  o f  consider were al lowed, t h e  t r a c e  
i n  the  subject  of t he  i n f i n i t i v a l  complement would be p rope r l y  
antecedent-governed, and (205) would be a t  worst a  m i l d  subjacency 
v i o l a t i o n .  Recal l  t h a t  the  LGB cond i t i on  on improper movement r u l e s  
out  s t ruc tu res  which i nvo l ve  movement from an A ' -pos i t ion  t o  an A- 
p o s i t i o n .  I f ,  as proposed by Webelhuth, however, adjo ined p o s i t i o n s  
are ambiguous w i t h  respect t o  t h e i r  b ind ing  p rope r t i es ,  then they 
should be compatible w i t h  both A-movement and A'-movement. 
Consequently, movement from an adjoined p o s i t i o n  t o  an A-pos i t ion  
should be poss ib le ,  which among o ther  problems would wrongly p r e d i c t  
t h a t  (205) should be on l y  s l i g h t l y  marginal. 
F i n a l l y ,  i t  i s  s tandardly  assumed t h a t  Heavy NP-shif t  cons t ruc t ions  i n  
Eng l ish  c rea te  adjoined s t ruc tu res  (see B a l t i n  (1972) Johnson (1986) 
among others).85 As argued by Webelhuth, among others,  HNPS creates 
chains which have Vbl-proper t ies.  Thus, HNPS l i censes p a r a s i t i c  gap 
cons t ruc t ions ,  as shown i n  (206), and i t  i s  incompatible w i t h  
q u a n t i f i e r  f l o a t ,  as shown i n  (2071, two p rope r t i es  dhich we have 
argued t o  be c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  Vbl-chains. 
(206 
a.John offended by not  recognizing, h i s  f a v o r i t e  uncle from 
Cleveland. 
84. See B a r r i e r s ,  p. 2 1  f o r  d e t a i l s .  
8 5 .  C f .  Larson (1988) f o r  a  d i f f e r e n t  view. 
b. I f i l e d  wi thout . reading thoroughly a l l  t h e  papers you gave me 
yesterday 
(207 
*I bought a1 1 yesterday the  
course. 
I f  adjoined pos i t i ons  were pos 
ambiguous proper t ies ,  we would 
books t h a t  were requ i red  f o r  t he  
i t i o n s  wh 
expect a 
i c h  could head chains w i t h  
HNP-shifted NP t o  permi t  WCO 
repa i r  and t o  l i cense new b ind ing from i t s  landing pos i t i on .  As 
show i n  (208) and (209), however, t h i s  expectat ion i s  no t  f u l f i  
we 
l i e d .  
(208 1 
a.* John showed h i s i  mother everybodyi 
b.* John showed h i s i  mother w i thout  showing h i s  fa the r ,  everybody who 
f i n i s h e d  on time. 
(209) , 
a.* John showed each o t h e r ' s  f r i e n d s  B i l l  and Mary 
b.* John showed each o the r ' s  f r i ends  e a r l y  i n  t h e  morning, B i l l  the  
happy f e l l o w  and Mary t h e  beauty 
(208)a. i s  a double ob jec t  s t ruc ture .  As shown by Biarss and Lasnik 
(198 ) ,  i n  double ob jec t  s t ruc tu res  the  f i r s t  NP c-commands the  
second but  not  conversely. Thus (208)a. i s  a s t r a i g h t  WCO v i o l a t i o n .  
I n  (208)b., however, the  second NP has undergone HNPS over the  adjunct  
phrase. Thus the  s t r u c t u r e  o f  (208)b i s  roughly as i n  (210): 
s 
/ \ 
John S 
/ \ 
v P 
/ \ 
V P everybodyi , . . . . 
/ \ 
VP w i thout  ..., 
/ \ 
v VP 
/ \ 
h i s  mother VP 
/ \ 
t i 8 6  
I n  (210), the  q u a n t i f i e r  c-commands the  pronoun h i s  a f t e r  Heavy NP 
s h i f t .  But t h e  b ind ing  o f  the  pronoun by the quant i i ' ier  remains 
impossible. We thus conclude t h a t  the adjoined p o s i t i o n  which i s  the 
land ing  s i t e  o f  HNPS does no t  head chains w i t h  mixed proper t ies .  This  
conclus ion i s  a l so  supported by the b ind ing  fac ts  g-iven i n  (209). We 
observe t h a t  the  land ing  s i t e  p o s i t i o n  o f  HNPS does no t  permi t  new 
binding.  I n  (209) ,  t he  NP B i l l  and Mary cannot serve as an antecedent 
f o r  b inding.  I t  1s thus c l e a r  from the examples i n  (208) and (209) 
t h a t  adjoined p o s i t i o n s  cannot always be taken t o  head chains w i t h  
m i  xed p rope r t i es .  
For these reasons, we do not  adopt Webelhuth's proposal. We w i l l  make 
the  specu la t ive  proposal t h a t  the  types of pos i t i ons  which can head 
chains w i t h  mixed p rope r t i es  are [+HRl  p o s i t i o n s  and no t  adjo ined 
----------- 
86. I n  (210) we adopted t h e  s t r u c t u r e  proposed by Larson t o  represent 
t h e  double ob jec t  cons t ruc t ion  merely f o r  convenience. Any 
s t r u c t u r e  which c o r r e c t l y  accounts f o r  the  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  f i r s t  NP 
does not  c-command the  second p r i o r  t o  HNPS would make no change 
t o  our immediate p o i n t .  
pos i t i ons .  As we argued i n  sec t ion  3 . 3 . 5 ,  some [+HR] p o s i t i o n s  are 
p o s i t i o n s  t o  which Case i s  assigned, e i t h e r  by a  head o r  through a 
process o f  Spec head agreement. Other [+HR] p o s i t i o n s  are p o s i t i o n s  t o  
which Case i s  not  assigned. Thus, [+HR] p o s i t i o n s  subdiv ide i n t o  two 
types: [ t  HR, +Case] p o s i t i o n s  and [ +  HR, -Case] pos i t i ons .  Given t h i s  
d i s t i n c t i o n ,  we suggest t he  f o l l o w i n g  typology o f  pos i t i ons :  
( 2 1 1 )  
[+HR t Case] p o s i t i o n s  are p o s i t i o n s  which head s t r i c t l y  AN-chains 
[tHR - Case] p o s i t i o n s  are p o s i t i o n s  which head chains w i t h  mixed 
p rope r t i es .  
[-HR 1 p o s i t i o n s  are p o s i t i o n s  which head s t r i c t l y  Vbl-chains 
Since we propose t h a t  t he  [ Â  Case] d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  re levant  t o  
subdiv ide t h e  c lass  o f  [+HR] pos i t i ons ,  we need t o  ask whether i t  i s  
a l so  necessary t o  p a r t i t i o n  the c lass  o f  [-HR] p o s i t i o n s .  In 
p r i n c i p l e ,  t he  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  we propose a l lows f o r  f o u r  types o f  
pos i t i ons :  [+HR/-Case], [+HR/+Casel, [-HR/-Case], and [-HR/+Case]. I t  
i s  s tandardly  assumed, however, t h a t  adjo ined p o s i t i o n s  are  no t  
p o s i t i o n s  t o  which Case 1s d i r e c t l y  assigned. Since i n  our view [-HR] 
p o s i t i o n s  are adjo ined pos i t i ons ,  we would not  expect t h e  [ Â  Case ]  
d i s t i n c t i o n  t o  f u r t h e r  p a r t i t i o n  t h i s  c lass  o f  pos i t i ons .  Thus, we 
w i l l  t e n t a t i v e l y  suggest t h a t  no [-HR] p o s i t i o n  car receive Case 
d i r e c t l y .  The f o l l o w i n g  d e f i n i t i o n s  w i l l  ensure t h i s  r e s u l t :  
(212) 
a can assign Case t o  (3 i f f :  
(1)  a 1s a  Case-assigning head and e i t h e r :  
( i i )  13 i s  narrowly included i n  the  maximal p r o j e c t i o n  o f  a o r  
( H i )  13 i s  narrowly included i n  T ,  T the  maximal p r o j e c t i o n  o f  
a  head 5 ,  which i s  a  complement o f  a and no t  a  
b a r r i e r  f o r  13, and 5 does not assign Case t o  13 
(213) I3 i s  narrowly inc luded i n  T, T a  maximal p ro jec t i on ,  i f f  
13 i s  i n  a  [+HR] p o s i t i o n  included i n  the  p r o j e c t i o n  o f  T 
Note t h a t  ( 2 1 2 ) ( i i 1 )  1s on ly  needed t o  ensure t h a t  Except ional Case 
marking i s  possib le.  I f  we were t o  assume t h a t  ECM proceeds 
d i f f e r e n t l y ,  ( i i i )  could be suppressed and Case-marking would reduce 
t o  (11): t h a t  i s ,  Case would be assigned by a  given head s t r i c t l y  t o  
i t s  s p e c i f i e r  and/or t o  i t s  complement, a  very simple and q u i t e  
na tu ra l  d e f i n i t i o n .  
I t  has been proposed by Reuland (1983) t h a t  i n  ECM cons t ruc t ions  Case 
i s  i n  f a c t  assigned t o  the sub jec t  o f  t he  ECM clause by the  head o f  
the  ECM complement clause and not  by the  verb. Assuming, as proposed 
by Kayne (1986)  ( i n  c lass)  among others,87 t h a t  ECM i n f i n i t i v a l  
c lauses and ECM smal l  clauses are headed by func t i ona l  heads, we 
suggest, f o l l o w i n g  Reuland, t h a t  the func t i ona l  head assigns Case t o  
an ECM subject  on ly  when i t  1s governed by an appropr ia te  verb. (See 
87, See Uriageraka (1987,) f o r  some i n t e r e s t i n g  arguments f o r  such a  
p o s i t i o n  
Reuland (1983) f o r  f u r t h e r  d e t a i l ~ ) . ~ 8  I f  such a  vqew i s  tenable, then 
Case-marking can be reduced t o  (11) i n  (212). The 1'ssue o f  t he  
moda l i t y  o f  Case assignement i n  a  model such as this one we explore i n  
t h e s i s  i s  no doubt an important quest ion bu t  one which would t h i s  
requ 
J 
t h i s  
we w 
t h a t  
i r e  another d i s s e r t a t i o n  t o  i nves t i ga te  proper 'y .  We thus leave 
important quest ion open and we simply adopt some hypotheses which 
111 not  take the  t ime t o  motivate. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  we w i l l  assume 
the con f i gu ra t i on  f o r  Case assignment reduces t o  (212) ( i i )  and 
adopt the  conjecture t h a t  Case assignment i n  ECM cons t ruc t ions  
proceeds roughly along the  l i n e s  suggested by Reuland (1983) .  Given 
these hypotheses, Case w i l l  never be assigned t o  a  [-HR] p o s i t i o n ,  and 
consequently the  [ Â  Case] d i s t i n c t i o n  w i l l  not  f u r t h e r  subdiv ide t h e  
c lass  o f  [-HR] pos i t i ons .  
Le t  us t u r n  now t o  a  d iscussion o f  some o f  the  con!;equences o f  our  
proposal f o r  German scrambling. Given the  above typology o f  pos i t i ons ,  
we can now suggest t h a t  German scrambling i s  s i m i l i i r  t o  H ind i  
scrambling, Japanese scrambling, and ob jec t  s h i f t  i n  I c e l a n d i c  i n  t h a t  
i t  i nvo lves  movement o f  an NP t o  the  s p e c i f i e r  o f  ia f u n c t i o n a l  
pro ject ion.89 German scrambling d i f f e r s  from Object s h i f t  i n  
88. Other views on Case-marking may be compatible w i t h  our approach, 
such as the  one proposed i n  Chomsky (1989) under which on l y  
f unc t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons  can assign Case. 
89. We do not  mean t o  c la im t h a t  under our proposal, we expect 
scrambling i n  a l l  these languages t o  have e x a c t l y  t he  same 
proper t ies .  Qu i te  c l e a r l y ,  i t i s  e n t i r e l y  poss ib le  t h a t  t he re  are  
a d d i t i o n a l  p rope r t i es  which w i l l  d i s t i n g u i s h  scrambling i n  these 
d i f f e r e n t  languages. We expect t h i s ,  maybe as a r e f l e c t i o n  of t he  
var ious  p rope r t i es  o f  f unc t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons  i "n each o f  these 
languages. Our purpose has been t o  show t h a t  across such w i l d l y  
I ce land ic ,  however, i n  t h a t  wh i l e  the former may i nvo l ve  movement t o  a  
[tHR -Case] p o s i t i o n ,  the  l a t t e r  may on ly  invo lve  movement t o  a  [+HR 
+Case] pos i t i on .  This  d i s t i n c t i o n  accounts s t ra igh t f 'o rward ly  f o r  the  
f a c t  t h a t  I ce land ic  ob jec t  s h i f t  does no t  l i cense p a , r a s i t i c  gaps, 
s ince the  chain headed by the moved ob jec t  w i l l  have s t r i c t  AN-chain 
proper t ies ,  given the  typology i n  (212).90 German scrambling, on the  
o ther  hand, w i l l  be able t o  l i cense pa ras t i c  gaps because the  chain 
created by scrambling may have mixed proper t ies ,  s i r c e  it can be 
headed by a  [+HR, -Case] pos i t i on .  9 1  
We do not  mean t o  propose t h a t  German func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n s  never 
assign Case t o  an NP which occurs i n  t h e i r  s p e c i f i e r .  Our proposal i s  
ra the r  t h a t  when a  func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  does not  assign Case, 
movement o f  an NP t o  i t s  s p e c i f i e r  i s  s t i l l  possible i n  German. Let  us 
c l a r i f y  t h i s  statement somewhat. Let  us assume t h a t  Case assignment i s  
an S-st ructure procedure which i s  genera l l y  op t iona l  ( t he  n u l l  
hypothesis) :  under t h i s  view a  head which i s  a  Case-assigner may o r  
may not  assign Case t o  i t s  s p e c i f i e r  and/or t o  i t s  complement. With 
t h i s  i n  mind, l e t  us b r i e f l y  consider ob jec t  s h i f t  i n  I ce land ic  by way 
o f  cont ras t .  As we have assumed, the verb o p t i o n a l l y  assigns Case t o  
d i f f e r e n t  languages, there  are s t r i k i n g  s i m i l a r i t i e s  i n  scrambling 
which need t o  be accounted f o r .  
90. I t  i s  t o  be hoped t h a t  i f  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  indeed s i g n i f i c a n t ,  
i t  w i l l  c o r r e l a t e  w i t h  o ther  p rope r t i es  ye t  t o  be discovered. 
91. Since both Hindi  and Japanese are languages which a l l ow  f r e e  
ob jec t  drop, i t  i s  no t  poss ib le  t o  determine, on the  bas is  o f  the 
phenomena we have analyzed i n  sec t i on  3.1 and 3.2, whether 
scrambling i n  e i t h e r  of these languages involves movement t o  a  
[ ~ H R  -Case1 p o s i t i o n  o r  t o  a  [+HR +Case] pos i t ion .  We thus leave 
the  quest ion open fo r  f u r t h e r  research. 
i t s  ob jec t .  Supfsose now t h a t  the verb takes the op t i on  o f  no t  
ass igning Case. We assume t h a t  both the  AGR-S and the  AGR-0 func t i ona l  
p r o j e c t i o n s  are  p o t e n t i a l  Case assigners i n  I ce land ic .  I f  so, an 
ob jec t  which does not  receive Case from i t s  verb may move t o  the  Spec 
o f  a  func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  and receive Case i n  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  under 
Spec-head agreement. Under t h i s  view, ob jec t  s h i f t  i n  I c e l a n d i c  i s  
p a r a l l e l  t o  standard Cases o f  A-movement such as passive i n  t he  LGB 
framework: movement o f  the  ob jec t  i s  forced by the  Case f i l t e r .  I f ,  on 
the  o ther  hand, t he  verb chooses the  op t i on  o f  ass igning Case t o  the  
ob jec t ,  then movement o f  t he  ob jec t  i s  impossible. 
Turn ing t o  German, we suggest t h a t  i n  t h i s  language, even when Case i s  
assigned by the  verb i n s i d e  the  VP p r o j e c t i o n  movement o f  t h e  ob jec t  
t o  t h e  Spec o f  a  func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  i s  s t i l l  possib le.  Under t h i s  
view, German d i f f e r s  from I ce land ic  i n  t h a t  i t  l i censes an NP i n  the  
s p e c i f i e r  o f  a  func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  even i f  the  NF does not  receive 
Case i n  t h i s  ~ o s i t i o n .  
Consider t he  two types o f  chains t h a t  we are pos i t i ng :  
(214) 
............. a. ( NP t) 
[+HR +Case] [+HR -Case] ( I c e l a n d i c )  
.............. b. ( NP t )  
[+HR -Case] [+HR +Case] (German 1 
We assume t h a t  t he  type o f  chain i n  (214)a. i s  well-formed because 1 t  
obeys Chomsky's (1986) well-formedness cond i t i on  or AN-chains, a  
cond i t i on  which requ i res  t h a t  t he  head o f  an A-chain ( i n  the  LGB 
sense) be Case-marked. The type o f  chain i n  (214)b., however, does not  
obey t h i s  well-formedness cond i t ion .  We need t o  determine what the  
well-formedness cond i t i on  on chains o f  the  type (214)b i s .  C lear ly ,  
chains o f  t h i s  type are not  simply f r e e l y  generated. For instance they 
are impossible i n  French, a language which we argued i n  sec t i on  2.4.2 
t o  have an AGR-0 func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  which does not  ass 
Recal l  t h a t  i n  French, a sentence such as (215) i s  i~nposs 
(215) 
* P i e r r e  a [ A G R P - o  l a  pomrnei [ U P  mangee ti I ]  
P i e r r e  has the  apple eaten 
i gn Case. 
i b l e :  
We argued e a r l i e r  i n  sec t i on  2.4.2 t h a t  (215) i s  ru led  out  by the  Case 
c o n d i t i o n  on AN-chains because the NP l a  pomme 1s no t  assigned Case by 
the  AGR-0 head.92 But t h i s  i s  not  s u f f i c i e n t  i f  chains of the  tyoe i n  
(214)b. e x i s t .  We must a d d i t i o n a l l y  r u l e  out  these types o f  chains. 
Reca l l ,  as we discussed i n  sec t ion  3.3.5.2, t h a t  Holmberg (1986) 
proposed a m o d i f i c a t i o n  o f  Chomsky's (1986)a .  Case cond i t i on  on A- 
chains and argued t h a t  ove r t  morphological Case can l i cense  t h e  head 
o f  an A-chain i n  a non-Case-marked p o s i t i o n .  As i s  we l l  known, German 
mani fests ove r t  Case morphology on i t s  argument NPs. We cou ld  thus 
adopt Holmberg's suggestion and assume t h a t  it i s  t he  o v e r t  
morphological Case-marking on German NPs t h a t  a l lows them t o  move t o  
[+HRl -Case] pos i t i ons .  This  suggestion, however, i s  not  compatible 
w i t h  the  f a c t s  o f  a c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  language, namely Dutch. Reca l l  
92. Contrary t o  appearances, t h i s  sentence cannot be excluded by t h e  
D-Minimal i ty p r i n c i p l e  we proposed i n  sec t i on  3.3.5.1. I t  i s  
argued by Po l lock  on the  basis  of examples l i k e  ( i )  t h a t  the  past 
p a r t i c i p l e  may move t o  the AGR-0 p ro jec t i on .  
(1)  Jean a man96 souvent des pommes. 
Jean has eaten o f t e n  apples 
I n  ( i )  an adverb in tervenes between the  verb and the  ob jec t  NP, 
i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  t he  verb must have moved. 
t h a t ,  as argued by Bennis and Hoekstra (1985) and by Bennis (1986), 
Dutch scrambling, l i k e  German scrambling, l i censes p a r a s i t i c  gaps. 
Moreover, as argued by Wyngaert (1989), Dutch scrambling a l so  e x h i b i t s  
t he  same AN-chain p rope r t i es  as German scrambling. I n  sho r t ,  i t 
appears t h a t  Dutch a l lows the same type o f  chains w i t h  mixed 
p rope r i t es  as German. I f  t h i s  i s  co r rec t ,  then we must assume t h a t  
Dutch, l i k e  German, a l lows the  format ion o f  chains o f  t he  type i n  
(214)b. But as i s  we l l  known, Dutch d i f f e r s  min imal ly  from German i n  
t h a t  i t  shows no ove r t  morphological Case-marking on i t s  NPs. Thus, 
t he  morphological Case-marking hypothesis cannot account f o r  the  f a c t  
t h a t  Dutch seems t o  l i cense chains o f  t he  type i n  (214)b. There i s ,  
however, a  p roper ty  which i s  common t o  Dutch and German and which 
d i s t i ngu i shes  them from I ce land ic ,  French, and Engl ish,  namely the  
h e a d - i n i t i a l /  head-f ina l  parameter. Both German and Dutch are head- 
f i n a l  languages, wh i l e  I ce land ic ,  French, and Eng l ish  are  h e a d - i n i t i a l  
languages. Let us speculate, then, t h a t  chains o f  t h e  type i n  (214)b. 
can on ly  be l icensed i n  languages which are head-f ina l ,  o r  maybe more 
genera l l y  i n  languages i n  which s p e c i f i e r s  and complements are i n  t he  
same d i r e c t i o n  w i t h  respect t o  the  head. This  r e s t r i c t i o n  w i l l  a l low 
the  format ion o f  chains o f  the type i n  (214)b. i n  German and i n  Dutch, 
bu t  w i l l  exclude such chains i n  I ce land ic ,  French, and Engl ish,  Under 
t h i s  view, t he  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  NP ob jec t  movement i n  I c e l a n d i c  comes 
from the  con junc t ion  o f  verb movement w i t h  the  hypothesis t h a t  t he  
func t iona l  p r o j e c t i o n  o f  AGR-0 can assign Case t o  i t s  s p e c i f i e r .  I t s  
i m p o s s i b i l i t y  i n  French w i l l  f o l l o w  from the  lack  o f  Case-marking 
a b i l i t y  f o r  the  AGR-0 p r o j e c t i o n  i n  French. - F i n a l l y ,  i n  Eng l ish  the  
i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t he  movement o f  any ob jec t  t o  t he  s p e c i f i e r  o f  
f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  f o l l o w s  from t h e  absence o f  verb movement, as 
we argued i n  t he  p rev ious  sec t ion .  
Le t  us summarize b r i e f l y .  The da ta  we have presented suggest t h a t  t h e  
cha in  c rea ted  by German scrambl ing can man i fes t  mixed p r o p e r t i e s ,  bo th  
AN-chain p r o p e r t i e s  and Vbl-chain p r o p e r t i e s .  To account f o r  t h i s  
p o s s i b i l i t y ,  we have s p e c u l a t i v e l y  proposed t o  rep lace  t h e  b i n a r y  
d i v i s i o n  of p o s i t i o n s  we have presented e a r l i e r  i n  Chapter 11, by t h e  
t e r n a r y  d i v i s i o n  of p o s i t i o n s  o u t l i n e d  i n  ( 2 1 1 ) .  Moreover, we have 
suggested t h a t  German and Dutch a l l ow  a  Case-marked NP t o  move t o  a  
[+HR -Case] p o s i t i o n ,  a  p o s i t i o n  from which i t  can head a  cha in  w i t h  
mixed p r o p e r t i e s .  F i n a l l y ,  we have suggested t h a t  t h e  movement o f  an 
NP t o  a  [+HR -Case] p o s i t i o n  i s  l i censed  o n l y  i n  languages where 
s p e c i f i e r s  and complements occur i n  t h e  same d i r e c t i o n  w i t h  respec t  t o  
a  head. 
Th i s  c o n d i t i o n  on t h e  f o rma t i on  o f  chains o f  t h e  t ype  i n  (214)b., 
a l though d e s c r i p t i v e l y  c o r r e c t ,  appears somewhat susp ic ious .  We take  
t h i s  t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  f u r t h e r  research i s  needed t o  determine more 
c l e a r l y  t h e  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  mixed chains we have pos i ted .  Fo l l ow ing  
Webelhuth (1989 )  and Bennis and Hoekstra ( 1 9 8 8 ) ,  we have analyzed t h e  
gaps which a re  l i censed  by o b j e c t  movement i n  German and Dutch as 
' p a r a s i t i c  gaps". Note, however, t h a t  u n l i k e  t he  more r o b u s t l y  
a t t e s t e d  p a r a s i t i c  gaps such as t he  p a r a s i t i c  gaps l i censed  i n  Eng l i sh  
by WH-movement, we have speculated t h a t  these gaps a re  l i censed  f rom a  
[t HR -Case] p o s i t i o n .  As we w i l l  argue i n  t he  nex t  chapter ,  WH- 
movement i nvo l ves  movement which has as a  l and ing  s i t e  a [-HR] 
p o s i t i o n ,  Given t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n ,  we might  expect t h e  p a r a s i t i c  gaps 
which are l icensed by the  movement o f  an ob jec t  t o  have d i f f e r e n t  
p rope r t i es  t h a n t h e  p a r a s i s t i c  gaps l i censed by WH-movement, i . e . ,  
chains l icensed by [ -HR]  pos i t i ons .  I f  t h i s  t u rns  ou t  t o  be co r rec t  
then movement t o  [+HR -Case] p o s i t i o n s  might not  r e a l l y  c rea te  chains 
w i t h  mixed AN and Vb1 p rope r t i es ,  bu t  ra the r  AN-chains which have the  
proper ty  t o  l i cense  a  p a r t i c u l a r  type o f  "dependent gap", t h e  
p rope r t i es  o f  which remain t o  be inves t iga ted .  
3.4.5 Funct ional  p r o j e c t i o n s  i n  German 
Since we have proposed t h a t  German scrambling invo lves  movement t o  
s p e c i f i e r s  o f  f unc t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons ,  t he  quest ion a r i ses  whether 
there  i s  independent evidence f o r  the  ex is tence o f  m u l t i p l e  func t i ona l  
p r o j e c t i o n s  i n  German. Arguments which have been so f a r  given i n  the  
l i t e r a t u r e  f o r  t he  ex is tence o f  f unc t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons  are b a s i c a l l y  
o f  two types: e i t h e r  they are based on morphological evidence o r ,  as 
i n  Pol lock (1989) ,  they are based on the  p o s i t i o n s  o f  adverbs w i t h  
respect t o  o ther  cons t i tuents .  On the  morphological s ide ,  l e t  us f i r s t  
note t h a t  German has ove r t  marking of subject -verb agreement. We can 
thus assume t h a t  German has a t  l e a s t  one func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  i n  
which subject-verb agreement occurs. Turning now t o  t he  adverbia l  
pos i t i ons ,  as we mentioned above, German appears t o  a l l ow  s e n t e n t i a l  
adverb ia ls  t o  occur i n  the  middle o f  t he  VP: 
(216) 
w e i l  der Hans d ieses Buch wa rshe in l i ch  dem Mar ia  geben w i r d  
because Hans t h i s  book probably  t o  Mar ia  g i ve  w i l l  
because Hans w i l l  p robably  g i ve  t h i s  book t o  Mar ia  
Jackendoff ( 1 9 7 2 )  has conv inc ing l y  argued on the  bas i s  o f  Eng l i sh  
f a c t s  t h a t  t h e  base p o s i t i o n  o f  s e n t e n t i a l  adverbia ' ls i s  n e i t h e r  a  
p o s i t i o n  w i t h i n  t h e  VP nor  ad jo ined t o  t h e  VP, bu t  r-ather a  p o s i t i o n  
ad jo ined  t o  some p r o j e c t i o n  of t h e  AUX c o n s t i t u e n t .  Transposing t h i s  
a n a l y s i s  t o  t h e  s p l i t  INFL framework we have adopted i n  t h i s  t h e s i s ,  
we have suggested t h a t  s e n t e n t i a l  adve rb ia l s  a re  base-generated as 
ad junc t s  t o  t h e  maximal p r o j e c t i o n  T ,  perhaps un iver .sa l ly .g3 I f  so, 
t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  sub jec t  and t he  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  o b j e c t  i n  (212) 
suggests t h a t  t h e r e  must be a t  l e a s t  two f unc t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n s  above 
t h e  T l e v e l .  S ince i n  German i t  i s  a l s o  poss ib l e  t o  move an o b j e c t  
above t h e  sub jec t  i n s e n t e n c e s  such as (212),  t h i s  suggests t h a t  
German f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s ,  l i k e  H ind i  p r o j e c t i o n s ,  may hos t  any 
We propose t h a t  German has a  s t r u c t u r e  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  one we p o s i t e d  
i n  t h e  p rev ious  s e c t i o n  f o r  Scandinavian languages, w i t h  t h e  
93. See R i z z i  (1989) f o r  a  s i m i l a r  proposal .  
94. Poss ib l y  t h i s  may be a  consequence of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  Case-marking 
by a f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  i s  no t  necessary f o r  NP movement t o  
t h i s  p r o j e c t i o n  i n  German. Th i s  e n t a i l s  t h a t  Case can be assigned 
i n s i d e  t h e  VP p r o j e c t i o n  t o  a l l  arguments, i n c l u d i n g  t h e  sub jec t .  
See Den Besten (1985) f o r  a  proposal  t h a t  Case can be assigned t o  
t h e  Sub jec t  i n s i d e  t h e  VP i n  German. See P la tzack  and Holmberg f o r  
a  s i m i l a r  proposal  f o r  I c e l a n d i c  and Scandinavian languages. May 
be o b j e c t  over  sub jec t  movement r e f l e c t s  a c o n f i g u r a t i o n  1n which 
t h e  sub jec t  has remained i n s i d e  t he  VP. Th is  appears t o  be t r u e  i n  
Dutuch (Den Besten) where i n  such con t ruc t i ons  (OSV) t h e  sub jec t  
must be i n d e f i n i t e .  CF a l s o  D ies ing  (1988) f o r  some semantic 
arguments and K ra t ze r  (1988) 
d i f f e rence  t h a t  German func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n s  are dssumed t o  be head- 
f i n a l ,  i n  conformi ty  w i t h  the  VP cons t i t uen t .  Under- t h i s  view, the  
bas ic  s t r u c t u r e  o f  a  sentence i n  German i s  as i n  (z"17): 
Given (217), we can now view scrambling as i nvo l v ing  a  movement t o  the  
s p e c i f i e r  o f  any o f  t he  func t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons  pos i ted  above. 
One remain 
f u n c t i o n a l  
t he  preced 
i n g  cond i t i on  on the  movement o f  ob jec ts  t o  the  s p e c i f i e r  of 
p ro jec t i ons  i n  German needs t o  be discussed, Recal l  t h a t  i n  
i n g  sec t ion ,  we argued t h a t  t he  movement o f  ob jec ts  t o  the  
s p e c i f i e r  o f  f u n c t i o n a l  pos i t i ons  i s  condi t ioned by the  movement o f  
t he  verb. Since the re  i s  no asymmetry i n  ob jec t  movement between main 
and embedded sentences i n  German, we must assume t h a t  t he  verb i n  
German may move t o  the  h ighest  f unc t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  under C. Recal l  
t h a t  i n  t he  previous sec t ion  we argued t h a t  movement, o f  t he  verb t o  T 
i s  a  necessary cond i t i on  f o r  a l l ow ing  the  movement o f  t h e  V t o  C. 
Since German i s  a  t y p i c a l  verb-second language which has been argued 
t o  i n v o l v e  a  movement of t h e  ve rb  t o  C i n  main c lauses,  then  accord ing  
t o  t h e  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  proposed i n  s e c t i o n  3.3.4.2, we conclude t h a t  
t h e  ve rb  must move a t  l e a s t  t o  t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  o f  T .  Moreover, s i n c e  
German, l i k e  I c e l a n d i c ,  shows o v e r t  sub jec t -ve rb  agreement, we can 
assume t h a t  i t moves t o  t h e  h i ghes t  p r o j e c t i o n  c o n t a i n i n g  t h e  s u b j e c t  
agreement 
t h e  moveme 
a  complex 
specu la te  
pas t  p a r t i  
f o1  low ing  
morpheme. U n l i k e  Mainland Scandinvian and I c e l a n d i c ,  though, 
n t  o f  t h e  o b j e c t  i n  German i s  i n s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e  presence o f  
tense i n v o l v i n g  an a u x i l i a r y  ve rb  and a  pas t  p a r t i c i p l e .  We 
t h a t  t h e  reason f o r  t h i s  i n s e n s i t i v i t y  i s  t h a t  i n  German t h e  
c i p l e  independent ly  moves t o  t h e  f unc t i ona l  head immediate ly  
t h e  head c o n t a i n i n g  t h e  a u x i l i a r y  verbs.  Some suppor t  f o r  
t h i s  specu la t i on  comes f rom t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i n  embedded sentences, 
n o t h i n g  may i n t e r vene  between t h e  a u x i l i a r y  and t h e  oast p a r t i c i p l e .  
I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  no VP adverb may occur between these two ve rba l  heads. 
(218) 
*we11 Mar ia  d ieses  Buch gelesen g r u n d l i c h  ha t .  
because Mar ia  t h i s  book read t ho rough l y  has 
An a l t e r n a t i v e  way o f  r u l i n g  o u t  (218) would be t o  s ~ g g e s t  t h a t  VP 
adverbs i n  German may never a d j o i n  t o  t h e  r i g h t  o f  V 3 .  I t  i s  unc lea r ,  
however, what would m o t i v a t e  such a  c o n d i t i o n .  Poss i ' s l y  one cou ld  
argue t h a t  t h i s  r e s t r i c t i o n  f o l l o w s  f rom t h e  head- f ina l  parameter, bu t  
t h e r e  i s  no correspondence t o  such a c o n d i t i o n  i n  h e a d - i n i t i a l  
languages. As t h e  d i s t r u b u t i o n  o f  manner adverbs i n  E n g l i s h  shows, VP 
adverbs can occur  on e i t h e r  s i d e  o f  t h e  VP. 
(219) a,He t ho rough l y  read t h i s  book 
b.He read t h i s  book thorough ly .  
Moreover, r e c a l l  t h a t ,  as argued by Webehuth (1989 ; l , i nde f i n i t e  NPs, 
u n l i k e  d e f i n i t e  NPs, appear t o  remain i n s i d e  t h e  VF*. But as shown i n  
(220),  c e r t a i n  VP adverbs can occur  on e i t h e r  s i d e  o f  an i n d e f i n i t e  
NP. 
(220) 
a.wei1 de ine Mut te r  immer s o r g f e l d i g  e i n  K l e i d  gepu tz t  ha t  
because your mother always c a r e f u l l y  a  dress cleaned has 
b .we i l  de ine Mu t te r  immer e i n  K l e i d  s o r g f e l d i g  gepu tz t  ha t  
Assuming, as has been argued by Stowel 1 (1981 ) and Kayne ( l 9 8 3 ) ,  t h a t  
no adverb can i n te r vene  between t h e  D-s t ruc tu re  p o s t i o n  o f  a ve rb  and 
i t s  complement NP, we must conclude t h a t  i n  (220) e i t h e r  t h e  o b j e c t  
has moved t o  t h e  l e f t ,  o r  t h e  verb has moved t o  t h e  r i g h t .  I f  we 
assume t h a t  t h e  o b j e c t  has moved ou t  o f  t h e  VP, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  an 
i n d e f i n i t e  NP cannot occur t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  a  s e n t e n t i a l  adverb becomes 
r a t h e r  myster ious.  Indeed, i f  an i n d e f i n i t e  o b j e c t  can move a  c e r t a i n  
d i s t ance  ou t  o f  t h e  VP, one would expect i t  t o  be ab le  t o  move 
f u r t h e r .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, under t he  assumption t h a t  t h e  verb  and t h e  
pas t  p a r t i c i p l e  can move t o  t h e  r i g h t ,  we can con t inue  t o  assume t h a t  
( f o r  a  reason ye t  t o  be d iscovered) ,  an i n d e f i n i t e  NP must remain i n  
i t s  D-s t ruc tu re  p o s i t i o n .  We w i l l  assume t h e  l a t t e r  a l t e r n a t i v e  and 
t ake  sentences o f  t h e  t ype  i n  (218) and (220)b. as evidence t h a t  bo th  
t h e  verb and t he  pas t  p a r t i c i p l e  move i n  German. Under t h i s  v iew, t h e  
i n s e n s i t i v i t y  o f  t h e  movement o f  t he  o b j e c t  t o  a u x i l i a r y  s t r u c t u r e  i n  
German f o l  lows s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d 1  y ,  
As a  f i n a l  argument t h a t  German scrambl ing appears t o  be cond i t i oned  
by t h e  movement o f  t h e  verb, comes f rom s t u d i e s  i n  German language 
a c q u i s i t i o n .  As noted by Clahsen (1982), i n  t h e  c h i l d ' s  grammar, p r i o r  
t o  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  verb movement, t h e  o b j e c t  occurs ad jacent  t o  t h e  
verb:  
(221) 
B e f o r e  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  V - r e s t r i c t i o n  I1 [ t h e  verb-second 
phenomenon VDI-  c h i l d r e n  p r e f e r  an o rde r  o f  & g:om~lements 
i n  which t h e  o b j e c t  appears ad jacent  t o  t he  verb. A f t e r  t h e  
a c a u i s i t i o n  V - r e s t r i c t i o n  t h i s  c o n s t r a i n t  e, g i v e n  up! 
i . e . ,  now adve rb ia l s  can a l s o  stand between t h e  o b j e c t  and t h e  verb" .  
Clahsen 1982, 70 
C i t ed  i n  Webelhuth (19891 ,  p .359  
Th i s  suggests t h a t  t h e  m o b i l i t y  o f  ob jec t s  i s  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  
m o b i l i t y  o f  t h e  verb. I n  our view, t h i s  c o r r e l a t i o n  simp 
f rom the  ECP, g iven  our  proposed d e f i n i t i o n  o f  Dynamic M 
Th i s  concludes our  a n a l y s i s  o f  scrambl ing i n  German. 
1y f o l l o w s  
i n i m a l i t y .  
3.4.6  Bare q u a n t i f i e r  movement i n  French 
I n  t he  p rev ious  paragraph, we presented a  specu la t i ve  typo logy  o f  
p o s i t i o n s  which a l l ows  us t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  t h r e e  types  o f  chains:  
1 )  cha ins headed by [+HR +Case1 p o s i t i o n s ,  which man i fes t  s t r i c t l y  AN- 
cha in  p r o p e r t i e s  
2) chains headed by [ + H R  -Case] p o s i t i o n s ,  which man i fes t  mixed 
p r o p e r t i e s  
3 )  cha ins headed by [ - H R I  p o s i t i o n s ,  which man i fes t  s t r i c t l y  Vbl-chain 
p r o p e r t i e s  
We have suggested t h a t  t he  [Â±Case d i s t i n c t i o n  subd iv ides  t h e  s e t  of 
[ t H R ]  p o s i t i o n s .  Al though t h i s  proposal  i s  compatible! w i t h  t h e  t heo ry  
we have e labora ted  so f a r ,  i t  rece i ves  no d i r e c t  s ~ ~ p o r t  f rom t h e  
phenomena we have s tud ied .  As we have shown, o b j e c t  movement i n  
I c e l a n d i c  i s  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  f rom o b j e c t  movement i n  German by t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  t h e  former b u t  n o t  t h e  l a t t e r  l i c e n s e s  p a r a s t i c  gaps: t h e r e  i s ,  
however, no c l e a r  evidence t h a t  t h i s  phenomenon i s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  [ Â  
Case] p r o p e r t y  o f  t h e  l a n d i n g  s i t e ,  as we suggest.  I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  we 
w i l l  b r i e f l y  cons ider  a  p a r t i c u l a r  i ns tance  o f  o b j e c t  movement, namely 
t h e  movement o f  bare q u a n t i f i e r s  o f  t h e  c l a s s  i n c 1 ' ~ d i n g  
t o u t ( " e v e r y t h i n g " )  and r i e n  ( " n o t h i n g " )  i n  French. The a n a l y s i s  we 
propose f o r  t h i s  phenomenon w i l l  p r o v i d e  some suppo r t i ng  evidence f o r  
t h e  hypo thes is  t h a t  t h e  [Â±Case d i s t i n c t i o n  may be r e l e v a n t  f o r  a  
f u r t h e r  d i c t i n c t i o n  among [tHR] p o s i t i o n s .  
We showed e a r l i e r  (Chapter 11, s e c t i o n  2 . 4 . 2 )  t h a t  French shows no 
o v e r t  NP o b j e c t  movement t o  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  o f  a  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n .  
We argued t h a t  t h e  absence o f  o v e r t  NP movement i n  t h i s  language i s  
due t o  t h e  i n a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  4GR-0 t o  ass ign  
Case. Suppose, however, t h a t  French had some t ype  o f  o b j e c t s  which d i d  
n o t  need t o  be d i r e c t l y  Case-marked; n o t h i n g  i n  p r i n c i p l e  would then  
f o r b i d  t h e i r  movement t o  t h e  Spec o f  AGR-0 i n  French. F u l l f i l l i n g  
t h i s  expec ta t i on ,  t h e r e  i s  indeed one t y p e  o f  o b j e c t  i n  French which 
i s  a b l e  t o  undergo movement t o  an i n t e rmed ia te  p o s i t i o n  i n  a  sentence, 
namely, bare o b j e c t  q u a n t i f i e r s  l i k e  t o u t  and rien. Consider t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  examples: 
( 2 2 2 )  
a.Marie a  t o u t  cass6 
Mary has e v e r y t h i n g  broken 
Mary broke e v e r y t h i n g  
b .P ie r re  n ' a  r i e n  cass6 
Pe te r  has n o t h i n g  understood 
Pe te r  broke no th i ng  
A ques t ion  immediately a r i s e s  w i t h  respec t  t o  examples l i k e  (222) 
where a  q u a n t i f i e r  which i s  t h e  o b j e c t  o f  t he  ve rb  appears i n  a 
p reverba l  p o s i t i o n :  what i s  t h e  p o s i t i o n  t o  which t t -ese bare  
q u a n t i f i e r s  move: i s  i t  a  [+HR] p o s i t i o n  o r  a  [ -HR]  p o s i t i o n ?  To 
beg in  answering t h i s  ques t ion ,  l e t  us f i r s t  cons ider  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t he  
o t h e r  p o s i t i o n s  i n  which these bare q u a n t i f i e r s  can occur .  As i s  shown 
by t h e  examples i n  (223) ,  t o u t  and r i e n  behave i n  o t h e r  respec ts  l i k e  
r e g u l a r  ob jec t s :  t hey  can undergo pass ive.  
(223) 
a. Tout a  6 t 6  cass6 
Eve ry th i ng  was broken 
b.  R ien n ' a  6 t 6  change 
Noth ing  was changed 
(223) a l s o  shows c l e a r l y  t h a t  French bare q u a n t i f i e r s  can occur  i n  
[ t H R ]  p o s i t i o n s ;  i n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  case, they  occupy t h e  SPEC o f  
AGRPs. When t hey  occur  i n  t h i s  p o s i t i o n ,  they  behave l i k e  r e g u l a r  NP 
sub jec t s :  t hey  can be t h e  antecedent o f  anaphors as shown i n  (224),  
they  can undergo c l i t i c  i n v e r s i o n  as shown i n  (225) ,  and t h e y  can 
undergo s u b j e c t  r a i s i n g  as shown i n  ( 2 2 6 ) :  
(224) 
a.Tout se t rans fo rme mats r i e n  ne se m o d i f i e  
Eve ry th i ng  t rans fo rms i t s e l f  bu t  no th i ng  mod i f ies  i t s e l f  
b.Tout s ' a u t o d 6 t r u i r a  su r  cornmande 
Eve ry th i ng  w i l l  au todes t ruc t  on command 
(225) 
Tout-a-t-11 e t 6  b i e n  rang6? 
Was e v e r y t h i n g  w e l l  t i d i e d  up 
( 2 2 6 )  4 
a.Tout semble a v o i r  b i e n  change 
Every th ing  seems t o  have changed a  l o t  
b.Rien ne semble l ' a f f e c t e r  
No th ing  seems t o  a f f e c t  him 
From (223),  (224), and (225) ,  we conclude t h a t  bare q u a n t i f i e r s  o f  t h e  
t ype  of tout  and r i e n  can occur i n  [+HR]  p o s i t i o n s ,  (223) and (226) 
a l s o  show t h a t  bare q u a n t i f i e r s  can undergo NP movement. As shown i n  
(227) ,  moreover, t h e  r a i s i n g  o f  a  bare q u a n t i f i e r  -is sub jec t  t o  t h e  
same r e s t r i c t i o n  as t h e  r a i s i n g  o f  a  r e g u l a r  NP: 11; i s  l o c a l  and does 
n o t  admit  supe r - ra i s i  ng. 
(227) 
*Tout semble q u ' i l  e s t  suscep t i b l e  d ' a v o i r  change 
Every th ing  seems t h a t  i t  i s  l i k e l y  t o  have changed 
Given t h a t  bare q u a n t i f i e r s  can occur i n  [+HR] p o s i t i o n s  and can 
undergo NP-movement (movement which c rea tes  t y p i c a l  AN-chains), i t  
seems p l a u s i b l e  t o  suggest t h a t  i n  examples o f  t h e  t ype  i n  (2221, bare 
q u a n t i f i e r  a l s o  occurs i n  a  [ +  HR] p o s i t i o n ,  namely i n  t h e  Spec o f  t h e  
AGR-0 p r o j e c t i o n ,  which ( f o l l o w i n g  Kayne (1989))  we have assumed t o  
95. A l though an o v e r t  d a t i v e  NP as a complement o f  sembJer ("seem") i s  
n o t  ve ry  f e l i c i t o u s  i n  French, i f  we d i s rega rd  i t s  m a r g i n a l i t y  we 
can observe t h a t  i n  examples o f  t h e  t y p e  g iven i n  ( i ) ,  t h e  b i n d i n g  
o f  t h e  pronoun by t h e  ra i sed  q u a n t i f i e r  i s  t h e  most n a t u r a l  
reading.  Th i s  shows t h a t  the  r a i s i n g  o f  a  q u a n t i f i e r  does no t  
induce WCO. From t h i s  f a c t ,  we deduce t h a t  t h e  cha in  c rea ted  by 
t h e  r a i s i n g  o f  a  bare q u a n t i f i e r  has c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  
AN-chains: 
( 1 )  
?? [Tou t i  a semb16 a soni p r o p r 1 6 t a i r e  [ ti a v o i r  beaucoup change 
I I 
Every th ing  seemed t o  h i s  boss t o  have changed much 
dominate a  past p a r t i c i p l e  i n  French (see sec t i on  2.4.2). Under t h i s  
view, t he  s t r u c t u r e  o f  sentences l i k e  (222) w i l l  be as fol lows: 
(228) Marie a  [ A G R P - o t o u t i  [ AGR-o [casse ti I ] ]  
Note t h a t  under t h i s  view, we do not  need t o  assume t h a t  a  bare 
q u a n t i f i e r  can occur both i n  adjoined p o s i t i o n s  ([-HR] p o s i t i o n s 9 6 )  
and i n  [ + H R I  pos i t i ons .  We can genera l l y  assume t h a t  bare q u a n t i f i e r s  
are r e s t r i c t e d  t o  [+HR] pos i t i ons  a t  S-structure, ~ 1 s t  l i k e  f l o a t i n g  
q u a n t i f  iers.97 
An obvious a l t e r n a t i v e  ana lys is  t o  the  one proposed i n  (228) would be 
t o  assume t h a t  i n  (222) bare q u a n t i f i e r s  are adjoined t o  VP. There 
are, however, two i n d i r e c t  arguments which suggest t h a t ,  a l though 
p laus ib le ,  t h i s  view may not be the  best hypothesis,, 
96. Note t h a t  bare q u a n t i f i e r s  cannot occur i n  a  p o s i t i o n  adjo ined t o  
S, as shown by (1): 
(1 
a. *Tout, e l l e  l ' a  appr is  
Everyth ing,  she learned i t  
b. *Je c r o i s  que t o u t  e l l e  veut savo i r  
I be l i eve  t h a t  every th ing  she wants t o  know 
This i m p o s s i b i l i t y  could be s t ra igh t fo rward l y  expla ined i f  some 
p r i n c i p l e  d isa l lowed S-st ructure ad junc t ion  f o r  q u a n t i f i e r s  i n  
genera I .  
97.  The reason f o r  t h i s  r e s t r i c i o n  remains unclear and we do not  have 
any suggestion t o  make f o r  t he  moment. Note, however, t h a t  i f  t h i s  
view i s  adopted, then the  existence o f  the  " l e f t w a r d  tons" 
phenomenon i n  French and i t s  absence i n  Engl ish s imply fo l lows 
from p rope r t i es  o f  verb movement i n  both languages. Lef tward tous 
i s  poss ib le  i n  French because S-st ructure movement through the  
Spec Agr-0 i s  made poss ib le  by the  movement o f  t h e  verb. I n  
Engl ish, on the  o ther  hand, movement through spec Agr-0 i s  no t  
poss ib le  because s ince the  verb does not ra ised VP reamins a  D- 
b a r r i e r .  
F i r s t ,  note t h a t  when a  bare q u a n t i f i e r  undergoes passive o r  NP 
movement i n  general,  we must assume t h a t  i t  does not  a d j o i n  t o  VP on 
i t s  way t o  the  Spec o f  AGRP-S. Adjunct ion t o  VP would i n  f a c t  preclude 
f u r t h e r  movement t o  t h e  Spec o f  AGRP-S, s ince  movement from an 
adjo ined p o s i t i o n  ( a  [-HR] p o s i t i o n )  t o  a  [+HRl p o s i t i o n  i s  genera l l y  
r u l e d  ou t  by t h e  cond i t i on  on improper movement. Recal l  t h a t  i n  
sec t i on  2.4.2, we argued t h a t  s ince past  p a r t i c i p l e  agreement i s  
o b l i g a t o r y  i n  French passive, passage through t h e  Spec of AGR-0 i s  
ob l i ga to ry .  I f  so, i t  must be t h e  case t h a t  a  bare q u a n t i f i e r  can a t  
l e a s t  land i n  t he  Spec o f  AGR-0 on i t s  way t o  the  Spec o f  AGRP-S. I f  
bare q u a n t i f i e r s  must be assumed t o  be ab le  t o  pass through the  Spec 
o f  AGR-0, t he re  i s  no c l e a r  reason why they should no t  be permi t ted  t o  
s tay  there ,  assuming, as i s  p laus ib le ,  t h a t  they do not  need t o  occur 
i n  a  Case p o s i t i o n ,  maybe because o f  t h e i r  operator  s ta tus .98  Thus, 
we have a t  l e a s t  two cases which suggest t h a t  bare q u a n t i f i e r s  can 
occur i n  [+HR] post ions.  There i s  thus no reason t o  assume a  p r i o r i  
98. Note t h a t  t h i s  does not  mean t h a t  we expect q u a n t i f i e r s ~  t o  be 
able t o  occur i n  a l l  non-Case-marked pos i t i ons .  Although the  
q u a n t i f i e r  i t s e l f  does not  seem t o  need t o  be i n  a  Case-marked 
p o s i t i o n ,  it must be associated w i t h  a  Case-posit ion. I n  o ther  
words, bare q u a n t i f i e r s  seem t o  be ab le  t o  head two types o f  
chains: 1 )  chains i n  which the  head i s  Case-marked but  t he  f o o t  i s  
no t ,  and 2 )  chains i n  which the  f o o t  i s  Case-marked bu t  t h e  head 
i s  not.  Chains which do no t  get any Case a t  a l l  a re  genera l l y  
excluded, so a  case o f  passive i n  i n f i n i t i v a l s  l i k e  (1 )  i s  
impossible: 
0 
11 semble t o u t  a v o i r  6 t 6  change 
I t  seems every th ing  t o  have been changed 
I n  (i), the  Case requirement i s  s a t i s f i e d  n e i t h e r  by the  head o f  
t he  chain nor by t h e  f o o t ,  so the  s t r u c t u r e  i s  i l l - f o rmed ,  
presumably as a  9 - c r i t e r i o n  v i o l a t i o n .  The ob jec t  9 - ro le  i s  never 
v i s i b l e .  
t h a t  bare q u a n t i f i e r s  can a l so  occur i n  adjoined pos i t i ons ,  i .e . ,  [- 
HR] pos i t i ons .  
Second, r e c a l l  t h a t  i t  has been argued by Po l lock  ( '9891, on t h e  bas is  
of examples of t he  type i n  (229), t h a t  the  French past p a r t i c i p l e  can 
move t o  the  func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n  AGR-0. 
(229) 
a .P ier re  a  presaue mis f i n  au c o n f l i t  
P i e r r e  has almost pu t  an end t o  the  c o n f l i c t  
b .P ier re  a  mis presaue f i n  au c o n f l i t  
P i e r r e  has pu t  almost an end t o  the c o n f l i c t  
c .P ie r re  a  a peine vu Marie 
P i e r r e  has ha rd l y  seen Marie 
d.Pierre a  vu a peine Marie 
P i e r r e  has seen ha rd l y  Marie 
Po l l ock  (1989) argues t h a t  adverbs o f  t he  type d peine ( " h a r d l y " )  and 
presque ( "a lmost" )  are s t r i c t l y  V P - i n i t i a l  adverbs i n  French. The f a c t  
t h a t  these adverbs can occur on both s ides o f  the  past p a r t i c i p l e  
shows t h a t  the  past p a r t i c i p l e  must have moved over the adverb i n  
examples l i k e  (229)b. and d. 
Now, assuming t h a t  bare q u a n t i f i e r s  can ad jo in  t o  VP, we would expect 
them t o  occur, l i k e  the  adverbs i n  ( 2 2 9 1 ,  on e i t h e r  side o f  a  past 
p a r t i c i p l e .  They should occur on the  l e f t  o f  the  past p a r t i c i p l e  when 
i t  remains i n  i t s  D-st ructure p o s i t i o n  i n s i d e  t h e  VP and on the  r i g h t  
o f  t h e  p a r t i c i p l e  when i t  moves t o  the  func t iona l  head which dominates 
i t. The two s t rucu t res  are given i n  (230): 
(230) 
a. [ A G R P - o  . . . . . [ V P  t o u t i  [ U P  Past p a r t i c i p l e  t i ] ] . '  
b. [ A G R P - o  (Past p a r t i ~ i p l e ) ~  [ V P  t o u t i  [ V P  t v  ti 111 
Th i s  expec ta t ion ,  however, i s  n o t  supported by t h e  f a c t s .  There i s  a  
c l e a r  c o n t r a s t  between examples i n  which t h e  bare q u a n t i f i e r  occurs t o  
t he  r i g h t  o f  t h e  p a r t i c i p l e  and examples i n  which it occurs t o  t h e  
l e f t .  The l a t t e r  a re  a t  bes t  marg ina l  and a t  worst  unacceptable: 
( 2 3 0 )  
a. J ' a i  vu, entendu 
? ? J 1 a i  vu t o u t ,  entendu 
I have seen eve ry th i ng ,  heard eve ry th i ng  
b. Je n ' a i  vu, entendu 
* Je n ' a i  vu m, entendu r i e n  
I d i d  n o t  see any th ing ,  hear any th ing  
9 9 
The f a c t  t h a t  t h e  bare quant 
t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  t h e  pas t -par t  
ad jo ined  hypothes is .  I t  can, however, be s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  accounted 
i f i e r s  a re  always b e t t e r  when t hey  occur 
i c i p l e  i s  somewhat p rob lemat ic  f o r  t h e  VP- 
f o r  i f  i t  i s  assumed t h a t  bare q u a n t i f i e r s  occur i n  t h e  Spec o f  AGR-0; 
under t h i s  view, even if t h e  past  p a r t i c i p l e  r a i s e s  t o  AGR-0 t h e  bare 
q u a n t i f i e r  w i l l  always precede t h e  pas t  p a r t i c i p l e ,  The ques t ion  why 
bare q u a n t i f i e r s  do n o t  appear i n  p o s t - p a r t i c i p i a l  p o s i t i o n s  can now 
be reduced t o  t h e  more general  ques t i on  of why q u a n t i f i e r s  which a re  
no t  a t tached t o  o v e r t  NP heads cannot remain i n  deep-st ructure o b j e c t  
99. There i s  a c l e a r  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  case w - t h  rim, which i s  
c l e a r l y  ungrammatical, and t h e  case w i t h  t o u t ,  which, a l though 
p r e t t y  bad when unstressed, i s  no t  complete ly  unacceptable (see 
Po l l ock  (1989)  f o r  an ana l ys i s  o f  rim). Note t h a t  bo th  types  o f  
examples ge t  b e t t e r  when t h e  bare q u a n t i f i e r  1s made "heavy": 
(1 )  
a. I1 a d i t  absolument t o u t  ce due t u  v o u l a i s  
He s a i d  a b s o l u t e l y  eve ry th i ng  you wanted 
b. E l l e  n 'a  mang6 absolument r i e n  de ce que vous 1111 avez prepare 
She a t e  a b s o l u t e l y  no th i ng  o f  t h a t  you has prepared f o r  her .  
We w i l l  no t  be concerned w i t h  these quest ions,  which o n l y  a  more 
thorough a n a l y s i s  o f  bare quan t i f i e r ' s  cou ld  beg in  t o  answer. 
pos i t i on .100  Although we do not  address t h i s  quest ion, i t seems t o  us 
h i g h l y  des i rab le  t h a t  the  marg ina l i t y  of a l l  the  exitmples i n  t he  
prev ious foo tno te  be reduced t o  a  s i n g l e  p r i n c i p l e ,  whatever the 
p r i n c i p l e .  Under a  VP-adjoined analys is ,  we need t o  r u l e  out  a t  l e a s t  
two s t ruc tu res :  one i n  which the  Q i s  i n  base p o s i t i o n ,  and a second 
i n  which the  Q i s  adjoined t o  the  VP and the  past p a r t i c i p l e  has moved 
over i t  t o  the  head of t h e  AGR-0 p ro jec t i on .  
Although none o f  the  arguments we have given above f o r  an ana lys i s  o f  
sentences l i k e  (222) i n  terms o f  t he  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (228) i s  compel l ing, 
the  f a c t s  we have discussed seem t o  favor  t he  hypothesis t h a t  a  bare 
q u a n t i f i e r  l i k e  t ou t  occurs i n  t he  spec o f  AGR-0. Note t h a t  t h i s  
100. Cf.the f o l l o w i n g  examples: 
(1) 
a. Tous ont  4 t6  a r r @ t e s  
A l l  were a r res ted  
b . * I l s  ont  a r r e t 4  
They ar res ted  a l l  
( i i )  
a, Je l e s  a i  appel4s 
I c a l l e d  them a l l  
b. ??Je 1es a i  appe16s 
(111) 
a. 11s ont dormi 
The have a l l  s l e p t  
b. ? ? I l s  ont  dormi tous 
To account f o r  t h i s  d e s c r i p t i v e  genera l i za t ion ,  Pesetsky (1988 
c lass  notes) has proposed t h a t  a  f l o a t e d  quan t i f ' i e r  cannot occur 
i n  a @-marked pos i t i on .  Note t h a t  t h i s  idea a l so  p r o h i b i t s  an FQ 
from ever occur ing i n  the VP i n t e r n a l  subject  pos i t i on .  This  
proposal i n  f ac t  causes no problem wrt Spor t i che 's  ana lys i s  
since, t h e  p o s i t i o n  of an FQ can always be t h a t  o f  t h e  Spec o f  an 
in termediate f u n c t i o n a l  p ro jec t i on .  Under t h i s  view, t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  Engl i s h  q u a n t i f i e r s  such as everything occur i n  o b j e c t  
p o s i t i o n  may be due t o  the  f a c t  t h a t  they are no t  "bare",  bu t  
have t h e  noun th ing incorporated. 
hypothesis a l s o  makes bare q u a n t i f i e r s  more s i m i l a r  t o  f l o a t i n g  
q u a n t i f i e r s ,  w i t h  which they share a  number a  p r 0 p e r t i e s . 1 0 ~ ~ 1 0 2  
101. See Kayne ( 1 9 7 5 ) ,  (1983) f o r  d e t a i l s .  
102. Note a l s o  t h a t  the  hypothesis t h a t  bare q u a n t i f i e r s  occur i n  
[+HR] p o s i t i o n s  gets us a  s tep  c lose r  t o  t he  p l a u s i b l e  hypothesis 
t h a t  a l l  f l o a t i n g  and d isp laced q u a n t i f i e r s  i n  French occur i n  
[+HRl p o s i t i o n s  a t  S-st ructure ( w i t h  t h e  poss ib le  except ion o f  
beaucoup ( "many")). The assumption t h a t  even le f tward-  tous- 
f l o a t e d  q u a n t i f i e r s  occur i n  [tHR] p o s i t i o n s  ( c t  l e a s t  i n  non- 
marginal cases) may prov ide the  beginning o f  ar exp lanat ion  f o r  
why something l i k e  le f tward- tous  does no t  occur i n  Engl ish. 
French and Eng l ish  have been argued by Po l lock  (1989) t o  d i f f e r  
w i t h  respect t o  both the  movement o f  t he  main verb and the  
movement o f  the  pas t  p a r t i c i p l e .  I f  le f tward- tous- f loa ted  
q u a n t i f i e r s ,  l i k e  r igh tward  tous, invo lved move-men! t o  a  [tHR] 
pos i t i on ,  it cou ld  be r u l e d  ou t  i n  Eng l ish  because o f  t h e  lack  o f  
verb movement. Recal l  t h a t  we have assumed that, VP i s  genera l l y  a  
b a r r i e r  f o r  t h e  ob jec t  when the  V does no t  move (see sec t i on  
3.3.5.1 ). Since t h e  verb never moves out  o f  t h e  VP i n  Engl ish, 
t he  VP always remains a  b a r r i e r  f o r  t he  ob jec t .  Escaping from 
t h i s  b a r r i e r  i s  on l y  poss ib le  through ad junc t ion ,  and f u r t h e r  
movement t o  a  [tHR] p o s i t i o n  w i l l  be r u l e d  ou t  by the  cond i t i on  
on improper movement. Under t h i s  view, Q movement i n  Eng l ish  i s  
barred f o r  t he  same reason t h a t  ob jec t  s h i f t  1:; barred. I n  
French, on the  o ther  hand, s ince o b j e c t  s h i f t  "is r u l e d  ou t  no t  
because o f  t he  barr ierhood o f  VP bu t  because o f  t he  l ack  o f  Case 
assignment by AGR-0, Q movement i s  expected. Th is  view, al though 
p l a u s i b l e  f o r  Eng l ish  and French, seems t o  run i n t o  t r o u b l e  w i t h  
o ther  Romance languages such as Spanish, Catal i in,  and I t a l i a n :  
le f tward- tous  i s  apparent ly  p r o h i b i t e d  i n  these Romance 
languages, even though they have been argued t o  mani fest  verb 
movement. As a  p l a u s i b l e  s o l u t i o n  t o  t h i s  problem, we would 
speculate t h a t  le f tward- tous i s  i n  f a c t  poss ib le  i n  o ther  Romance 
languages but  t h a t  i t s  e f f e c t s  a re  n o t  o v e r t l y  v i s i b l e  due t o  the  
movement o f  t he  past p a r t i c i p l e  along w i t h  t h e  a u x i l i a r y  verb. 
The r e s u l t i n g  s t r u c t u r e  i s  comparable t o  examples l i k e  (1)  i n  
French, where t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  le f tward- tous have been overr idden 
by the  e f f e c t s  o f  the  movement o f  the verb t o  .a h igher  f u n c t i o n a l  
p ro jec t i on :  
(1 )  [ A G R P - s  Je [AGR-s  1es v e r r a i i  [ T P  [ A G R P - o  t o u s j  [ V P  ti t j ] ] ] ] ]  
We develop these ideas i n  forthcoming work. 
Now r e c a l l  t h a t  we have argued on t h e  b a s i s  o f  examples 1  i ke (231)  
t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  AGR-0 i n  French i s  no t  a  p o s i t i o n  t o  which Case i s  
assigned, t h a t  i s ,  i t  i s  a  [ t H R  -Case] p o s i t i o n .  
(231 ) 
a. *Jean a  l a  pornme mangee 
Jean has t he  apple eaten 
b. * I 1  a  6 t 6  un homme a r r @ t 6  
There was a  men a r r e s t e d  
Thus, accord ing t o  t h e  typo logy  o f  p o s i t i o n s  we have o u t l i n e d  above, 
we would expect t h e  cha in  c rea ted  by t h e  movement o f  bare q u a n t i f i e r s  
t o  e x h i b i t  bo th  AN-chain p r o p e r t i e s  and Vbl-chain p r o p e r t i e s .  As shown 
i n  (232) ,  a  pronominal can have a  bound read ing  when i t  i s  c-commanded 
by t o u t  i n  t h e  Spec of AGR-0: 
( 2 3 2 )  
J ' a i  t o u t  rang6 dans sa b o i t e  
I p u t  eve ry th i ng  back i n  i t s  box 
Note, however, t h a t  a pronominal i n  a  l o c a t i v e  PP can a l s o  be bound by 
a  q u a n t i f i e r  t h a t  has remained i n  i t s  D-st ructurefob, ject  p o s i t i o n ,  as 
shown i n  ( 2 3 3 ) .  
(233) 
J ' a i  rang6 chaque inst rument  dans sa b o i t e .  
I p u t  each inst rument  back i n  i t s  box. 
(233) shows t h a t  WCO e f f ec t s  do no t  o b t a i n  even when t he  NP occurs i n  
i t s  base p o s i t i o n .  Th i s  suggests t h a t  t h e  bound reading o f  t h e  
pronominal i n  (232) may be due t o  t he  p o s i t i o n  of t he  t r a c e  o f  t ou t ,  
. . 
and n o t  t o  t h e  sur face  p o s i t i o n  o f  t ou t .  S i m i l a r  e f f e c t s  o b t a i n  w i t h  
va r i ous  o t h e r  k i nds  o f  PPs, so i t  i s  un fo r t una te l y  n o t  p o s s i b l e  t o  
c o n s t r u c t  examples which would show whether t h e  cha in  c rea ted  by t he  
movement o f  t o u t  can manifest  AN-chain p rope r t i es .  
Turning now t o  Vbl-chain p rope r t i es ,  we observe a  con t ras t  between a 
moved bare q u a n t i f i e r  and a  q u a n t i f i e d  NP which ha:; remained i n  ob jec t  
p o s i t i o n :  as shown i n  (234) '  a  moved q u a n t i f i e r  can l i cense a  gap i n  
an adjunct  clause, but  an i n - s i t u  q u a n t i f i e d  NP cannot. 
(234) 
a. * J ' a i  not6 tous l e s  exerc ices sans r e l i r e  
I graded a l l  the  exerc ises w i thout  re-reading 
b. J ' a i  t o u t  note sans r e l i r e  
I graded every th ing  wi thout  re-reading 
c. * J ' a i  v 4 r i f i 6  tous ces c o l i s  avant d 'exp6dier  
I checked a l l  these parce ls  before sending 
d. J ' a i  t o u t  v 6 r i f i 6  avant d'exp6dier 
I checked every th ing  before sending 
Examples (234)b. and ( 2 3 4 ) ~ .  are s i m i l a r  t o  cases o f  gaps, such as 
those i n  (235), which are  l icensed by WH-movement: 
(235) 
a. Quels exerc ices as-tu not4 sans r e l i r e  
Which exerc ises d i d  you grade wi thout  re-readi n!3 
b. Qu'as-tu achet6 sans b ien  inspecter  
What d i d  you buy w i thout  checking we l l  
The examples i n  ( 2 3 5 )  have the  s t r u c t u r e  o f  c l a s s i c  p a r a s i t i c  gaps.The 
examples i n  (234)b.and c . ,  on the  o ther  hand, have a  s t r u c t u r e  
p a r a l l e l  t o  t h e  cases o f  German p a r a s i t i c  gaps, which are induced by 
103. As shown i n  ( i ) ,  a  gap cannot be l i censed by .a c l i t i c i z e d  ob jec t ,  
even when the  c l i t i c  i s  pa i red  w i t h  a  f l o a t e d  q u a n t i f i e r :  
(1) 
a. J ' a i  t o u t  achet6 sans b ien  inspecter  
I bought every th ing  w i thout  inspect ing  we l l  
b. *Je l e s  a1 achet6s sans inspecter  
I bought them wi thout  inspect ing  
c. *Je l e s  a i  tous achet6s sans inspecter  
I bought them a l l  w i thout  inspect ing  
t he  scrambling o f  a d e f i n i t e  ob jec t .  Thus, (234)b. and c. show t h a t  
t he  chain created by the  movement o f  bare quan t i f i e r ' s  i n  French has 
Vbl-proper t ies I n  t h a t  i t  l i censes p a r a s i t i c  gaps. Given our  typology 
o f  pos i t i ons ,  t h i s  i s  expected i f ,  as we suggest, bare q u a n t i f i e r s  
move t o  the  Spec o f  AGR-0, a [+HR -Case] pos i t i on .  Under t h i s  view, 
t he  s t r u c t u r e  o f  examples l i k e  (234) b. i s  as fo l lows:  
(236) [ J ' a i  [ A G R P - o  t o u t i  [ A G R - o  not&" [ [ V P  t v  t i ]  [ P P  sans PRO 
r e l i r e  e i l l l l l  
We assume t h a t  i n  ( 236 )  the  adjunct  PP i s  adjoined t o  the  VP. The 
q u a n t i f i e r  t o u t  c-commands both i t s  own t r a c e  ti and the  p a r a s i t i c  gap 
e, which i s  l icensed by the  chain (tout, t i ) ,  wh i l e  ne i the r  t he  
p a r a s i t i c  gap nor  the  r e a l  gap c-commands the  other.  Consider now the  
sentences i n  (237): 
(237) 
a. *Tout a 6 t 6  range par  Marie pour b ien  prot6ger 
Everyth ing was put  away by Marie t o  p r o t e c t  we l l  
b. *Tout a 6 t 6  note par  l e  professeur sans r e l i r e  
Everyth ing was graded by the  professor  wi thout  re-reading 
c. *Tout a 6 t 6  c l a s s i f i e  pour b ien  conserver 
Everyth ing was c l a s s i f i e d  t o  keep we l l  
I n  (237) the  bare q u a n t i f i e r  has moved under Passive t o  t h e  Spec o f  
AGRP-S. The s t r u c t u r e  o f  (237) 1s thus as fo l lows:  
(238) [ A G R P - s  Touti  [AGR-S a [ T P  [ A G R P - o  t" i  6 t6  [ [ V F )  t ' i  rang6 t i par 
Mar ie]  [ p p  pour [PRO b ien  proteger  e i ] ] ] ] ] ] ]  
I n  (238) ,  t he  bare q u a n t i f i e r  c-commands i t s  own t r a c e  w i t h i n  t h e  VP 
and the  gap i n  the adjunct ,  n e i t h e r  o f  which c-commands t h e  other .  
Both the  PG and the o r i g i n a l  t r ace  are c-commanded by the  in termediate 
t r a c e  o f  t ou t  i n  the  Spec o f  AGR-0, bu t  we expect t h i s  t r a c e  not  t o  
r u l e  out the PG, s ince i t  i s  i n  a  mixed p o s i t i o n . l o 4  Thus, we expect 
t h a t  a  p a r a s i t i c  gap be l icensed j u s t  as i n  the  prev ious cases i n  
(236). As shown by the  ungrammatical i ty o f  (237), however, p a r a s i t i c  
gaps cannot be l icensed. Note t h a t  we cannot simply assume t h a t  the  
p a r a s i t i c  gap i s  excluded because it 1s c-commanded by an element i n  a  
[+HR] p o s i t i o n .  I f  we are co r rec t  i n  our ana lys is  o f  bare q u a n t i f i e r  
movement i n  French, t h i s  i s  a l so  the  case i n  (236), where the  
p a r a s i t i c  gap i s  l icensed.  The main d i f f e r e n c e  between the  s t r u c t u r e  
i n  (238)  and the  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (236) i s  t h a t  i n  the  l a t t e r ,  the  bare 
q u a n t i f i e r  has moved t o  a  [+HR +Case] p o s i t i o n ,  a  p o s i t i o n  which, i n  
our view, heads chains w i t h  s t r i c t  AN-chain proper t ies .  Thus a  
p a r a s i t i c  gap i s  no t  l icenced. 
Le t  us summarize: we have argued t h a t  the  S-st ructure movement o f  
French bare q u a n t i f i e r s  i s  t o  a  [+HR] p o s i t i o n .  I f  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  we 
fu r the r  observe t h a t  when bare q u a n t i f i e r s  occur i n  [tHR, -Case] 
pos i t i ons ,  they can l i cense  pa ras t i c  gaps. When, on the  o ther  hand, 
they occur i n  [ t H R  +Case] pos i t i ons ,  p a r a s i t i c  gaps are impossible. I f  
e  typology o f  
p a r t i c u l a r  
levant  t o  a  
t h i s  ana lys is  i s  tenable, i t  provides 
p o s i t i o n s  we have pos i ted  i n  the prev 
f o r  t he  idea t h a t  [ Â  Case] p rope r t i es  
f u r t h e r  p a r t i t i o n  o f  [+HR] pos i t i ons .  
----------- 
some support For t h  
ious sec t ion ,  and i n  
o f  pos i t i ons  are r e  
104. Note t h a t  t h i s  t r a c e  does not  l i cense the  PG, e i t h e r ,  which 
i nd i ca tes  t h a t  t he  p rope r t i es  o f  a  chain ( except f o r  improper 
movement) must be assessed on tRe maximal chain, and no t  on 
segments o f  chains. 
3.4.7 Conclusion of Chapter 111 
Th i s  chapter  was concerned w i t h  t h e  movement o f  o b j e c t s  ( d i r e c t  and 
i n d i r e c t ) l o 5  t o  in te rmed ia te  p o s i t i o n s  i n  t h e  sentence. We have shown 
t h a t  throughout  a  number o f  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  languages--Hindi, 
Japanese, Mainland Scandinavian, I c e l a n d i c ,  German, .and D u t c h ~ t h i s  
t ype  o f  movement presents  s t r i k i n g  s i m i l a r i t i e s :  i t  does n o t  induce 
WCO e f f e c t s ;  i t  permi ts  WCO r e p a i r ; ,  i t  a l lows  new anaphoric b ind ing ;  
i t  i s  compat ib le  w i t h  q u a n t i f i e r  f l o a t ;  and i t  man i fes t  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  
p r o p e r t i e s  which a re  t y p i c a l  o f  more c l a s s i c  cases o f  AN-chains. To 
account f o r  these s i m i l a r i t i e s ,  we have proposed t h a t  i n  a l l  cases 
these instances o f  movement be analyzed as movement t o  s p e c i f i e r s  o f  
f unc t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n s .  As we argued i n  t h e  previouas chapter ,  
movement t o  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  o f  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  i s ,  i n  our  terms, 
movement t o  a  [ t H R ]  p o s i t i o n ,  and chains headed by [+HR] p o s i t i o n s  
have AN-chain p r o p e r t i e s .  Thus, t he  ana l ys i s  we propose accounts 
s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  f o r  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  chains c rea ted  by o b j e c t  
movement. Given t h a t  our  a n a l y s i s  i s  based on t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e  
bas i c  s t r u c t u r e  o f  sentences con ta ins  a  number o f  f u n c t i o n a l  
p r o j e c t i o n s ,  i t  success p rov ides  s t r ong  support  f o r  ii model o f  UG 
which inc ludes  t he  " sp l i t - INFL  hypo thes is " ,  
----------- 
105. The n o t i o n  " o b j e c t "  must be extended somehow so as t o  i n c l u d e  t h e  
sub jec t  of a  smal l  c lause o r  o f  an ECM cons t ruc t i on .  
1rz:section 3 . 3 ,  we showed t h a t  i n  t h e  Scandinavian languages t h e  
p o s s i b l i t y  f o r  o b j e c t  movement i s  cons t ra i ned  by t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  
ve rb  movement. We proposed t h a t  t h i s  r e s t r i c t i o n  i s  v a l i d  cross- 
l i n g u i s t i c a l l y ,  and t h a t  i t  f o l l o w s  f rom t h e  ECP, g iven  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  
o f  Dynamic M i n i m a l i t y  which we de f i ned  i n  s e c t i o n  3 . 3 . 5 . 1 .  The cross-  
l i n g u i s t i c  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h i s  hypo thes is  i s  amply suppor ted i n  t h e  
languages we have discussed: evidence f o r  ve rb  movement i n  H i n d i  has 
been g iven by Mahajan (1989), and i n  Japanese, morpholog ica l  
a f f i x a t i o n  o f  va r i ous  elements s t r o n g l y  suggests t h a t  ve rb  movement 
occurs.106 We gave evidence f o r  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  movement 
o f  t h e  verb and t h e  movement o f  o b j e c t s  i n  Mainland Scandinavian and 
I c e l a n d i c .  F i n a l l y ,  f o l l o w i n g  Den Besten (1986) and Schwartz and 
V ikner  (1989) (among o t h e r s ) ,  we argued f o r  t h e  movement o f  verbs t o  
106. There i s  more p o t e n t i a l  evidence f o r  t h e  movement o f  t h e  verb  i n  
Japanese: i t  i s  a well-known f a c t  t h a t  no adverb can occur  t o  t h e  
r i g h t  o f  t h e  verb  i n  Japanese. One cou ld  suggest t h a t  t h e  absence 
o f  r i gh twa rd  a d j u n c t i o n  f o l l o w s  from t h e  SVO s t a t u s  o f  t h e  
language, r e l a t i n g  i t  t o  t h e  head- f ina l  parameter. A l though t h i s  
may be c o r r e c t  f o r  ad junc t i on  de r i ved  by movement (SVO 'languages 
do no t  e x h i b i t  r i gh twa rd  ad junc t i on  o f  moved c o n s t i t u e n t s ) ,  t h i s  
seems i n c o r r e c t  f o r  base-generated ad junc t s  such as VP adverbs. 
As we noted before,  i n  h e a d - i n i t i a l  languages VP adverbs (bu t  
no t  s e n t e n t i a l  adverbs) may a d j o i n  e i t h e r  t o  t h e  l e f t  or- t o  t h e  
r i g h t  o f  VP, Note, however, t h a t  t h e  absence o f  apparent 
r i gh twa rd  ad junc t i on  t o  VP i n  Japanese would f o l l o w  
s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  from t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e  verb  always moves 
t o  a f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  h i ghe r  than VP. Under t h i s  view, an 
adverb ad jo ined  t o  t h e  r i g h t  o f  VP a t  D-s t ruc tu re  would always 
occur t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  t h e  verb a t  S-s t ruc tu re .  A t h i r d  p o t e n t i a l  
argument f o r  V-movement i n  Japanese comes from t h e  behav io r  o f  
a d j e c t i v e s  vs. verbs. I n  c e r t a i n  nega t i ve  copu la r  sentences, an 
adverb can occur between t h e  a d j e c t i v e  and t h e  negat ion  morpheme 
and t h e  tense marker morpheme, t h e  l a t t e r  two be ing  
morpho log i ca l l y  a t tached t oge the r .  The s t r u c t u r e  i s  ADJ Adv 
NEGtTense . Such a s t r u c t u r e  i s  never p o s s i b l e  w i t h  a verb, 
suggest ing t h a t  verb r a i s i n g  i s  necessary w h i l e  i n  copu la r  
sentences t h e r e  may be r a i s i n g  o f  an empty copula ( thanks t o  
A k i r o  f o r  p o i n t i n g  t h i s  ou t  t o  me). 
i n f l e c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  i n  German and Dutch. Thus, t h e  depen~dence of 
t h e  movement o f  o b j e c t s  on t h e  movement o f  main verbs i s  exempl i f i ed  
i n  a l l  t h e  languages we discussed. The p r i n c i p l e  o f  Dynamic M i n i m a l i t y  
we proposed a l s o  makes a  c l e a r  p r e d i c t i o n  w i t h  respec t  t o  lang~uages 
which do no t  e x h i b i t  any movement o f  main verbs:  these languages 
should  no t  a l l o w  any movement o f  o b j e c t s  t o  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  of a, 
f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n .  Th i s  p r e d i c t i o n  1s s t r a i g h f o r w a r d l y  confirmed 
by Eng l i sh .  
As we have seen, t h e r e  a re  v a r i a t i o n s  among languages w i t h  respec t  t o  
t h e  t ypes  o f  o b j e c t s  which can undergo movement t o  t h e  Spec o f  
f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s .  Whi le H i n d i ,  Japanese, I c e l a n d i c ,  German, and 
Dutch a l l o w  a l l  t ypes  o f  o b j e c t  movement, o b j e c t  movement i s  l i m i t e d  
t o  pronouns i n  Mainland Scandinavian and t o  bare q u a n t i f i e r s  i n  
French. We have argued t h a t  these r e s t r i c t i o n s  f o l l o w  f rom t h e  Case- 
ass i gn ing  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  i n  va r i ous  languages. 
Fo r  ins tance ,  we have assumed t h a t  i n  I ce land ic :  t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  of AGR- 
0 i s  a  Case-assigner: consequent ly ,  any t y p e  o f  NP can move t o  t h e  
Spec o f  AGR-0. I n  French, on t he  o t h e r  hand, AGR-0 i s  n o t  a  Case- 
ass igner ;  t hus ,  o n l y  o p e r a t o r - l i k e  elements may move t o  t h e  Spec o f  
AGR-0. S i m i l a r l y ,  we have proposed t h a t  i n  mainland Scandinavian t h e  
AGR-0  p ro - j ec t i on  i s  n o t  a  Case-assigner; t h e  movement o f  pronouns i n  
t h i s  language i s ,  i n  ou r  v iew, an ins tance  o f  movement t o  t h e  head o f  
AGR-0.  Movement t o  t h e  head o f  a f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  i s ,  under our  
d e f i n i t i o n ,  a l s o  an ins tance  o f  movement t o  a  [+HR] p o s i t i o n  and i s  
t o  man i f es t  AN-chain p r o p e r t i e s . 1 0 7  thus  
F i  na 
expected 
l l y ,  we d iscussed some cases of movement t o  t h e  Spec o f  f u n c t i o n a l  
p r o j e c t i o n s  which appear t o  c rea te  chains man i fes t ing  bo th  AN-chain 
p r o p e r t i e s  and Vbl-chain p r o p e r t i e s .  I f  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  i t  suggests 
t h a t  a  b i n a r y  d i s t i n c t i o n  among p o s i t i o n s  i s  i n s u f f i c i e n t  and t h a t  a  
t e r n a r y  d i s t i n c t i o n  of p o s i t i o n s  may be necessary. We speculated t h a t  
these movements i n v o l v e  cases of NP movement t o  a  [+HR -Case] p o s i t i o n  
and t h a t  chains headed by [+HR -Case] p o s i t i o n s  can have mixed 
p r o p e r t i e s .  
The t a b l e  i n  ($1)  summarizes t he  r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  chap te r .  The 
a s t e r i s k s  i n  t h e  t a b l e  represent  cha ins  w i t h  mixed p r o p e r t i e s .  The 
column l abe led  "o the rs "  represents  pronoun movement ( i n  MS and o t h e r  
Scandinavian and Germanic languages) and bare q u a n t i f i e r  movement ( i n  
French),  i . e . ,  mo rpho log i ca l l y  Case-marked elements and o p e r a t o r - l i k e  
elements. 
----------- 
107. That movement t o  a  head e s s e n t i a l l y  c rea tes  cha ins  w i t h  AN- 
p r o p e r t i e s  i s  shown by t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  Romance c l i t i c  
cha ins  which, f o l l o w i n g  Kayne (19871, we assume t o  i n v o l v e  
movement t o  a  head. 
I c e l a n d i c  Yes Yes I  Yes I I 
----------------------------------------------------,---------- 
German I I I I Yes* Yes* I Yes I 
Dutch I I I I Yes* Yes* I Yes I 
----------------------------------------------------.---------- 
French I I I I N o  Yes* I Yes I 
............................................................... 
E n g l i s h  { No No I No I 
----------------------------------------------------<---------- 
To r e c a p i t u l a t e ,  we have a r r i v e d  a t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  c o n d i t i o n s  on o b j e c t  
movement t o  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  o f  a  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n :  
I n  a  language L ,  t h e  movement o f  an o b j e c t  a t o  a  [tHR] p o s i t i o n  i s  
p o s s i b l e  i f f :  
(1 )  main verbs i n  L move t o  some f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  ( c f .  
Dynamic M i n i m a l i t y )  and: 
i f  a = NP then  e i t h e r  
(11)  t h e  [ + H R l  p o s i t i o n  i s  a  [+Cdse] p o s i t i o n  
o r  i i i )  [+HR] p o s i t i o n s  a re  u n i d i r e c t i o n a l l y  
o r i e n t e d  wrt t h e  head i n  L 
o therw ise  
a = [ Â±maxima -p ro j ec ted ]  
o r  
a = [ t o p e r a t o r ]  
Chapter  4 
h e  Spec o-F COMP 
4 . 1  h e  p r o b l e m  
4.1.0.1 Introduction 
This leads 
o f  chains: 
AN-propert 
p rope r t i es  
us t o  a  
we have 
I n  chapter 2 ,  we gave arguments f o r  recas t ing  the  LGB A / A '  dichotomy 
i n  terms o f  t he  more general oppos i t ion  between [+Head Related] ( [ -  
HR]) and [-Head Related] ([-HRJ) pos i t i ons .  Recal l  t h a t  as we def ined 
them, [tHR] p o s i t i o n s  are the  s p e c i f i e r s  and complements o f  heads, 
wh i l e  [-HR] p o s i t i o n s  are p o s i t i o n s  adjo ined t o  maximal p ro jec t i ons .  
very simple d i s t i n c t i o n  among p o s i t i o n s  and types 
suggested t h a t  [+HRl p o s i t i o n s  can head chains w i t h  
1e [ -HR]  p o s i t i o n s  can head chains w i t h  Vbl- 
l a s t  sec t i on  o f  Chapter 3 ,  we were l ed  t o  quest ion 
p a r t i t i o n  o f  p o s i t i o n s  and c h a i i s  and suggested a  
f u r t h e r  subd iv i s ion  o f  [+HR] p o s i t i o n s  i n t o  [+HR +Gasel p o s i t i o n s  and 
[+HR -Case] pos i t i ons .  The r e s u l t i n g  types o f  p o s i t i o n s  and the  type 
o f  chains each l i censes are summarized i n  ( 1 ) :  
ies ,  whi 
. I n  the  
t h i s  simple b ina ry  
( 1 )  - 
[+HR +Case] p o s i t i o n s  head chains w i t h  AN-properties 
[+HR -Case] 
C-HRI p o s i t  
p o s i t i o n s  head chains w i t h  mixed 
ions head chains w i t h  Vbl-propert  
AN- and Vbl-propert  l e s  
i es 
The d iscussion i n  chapters 2 and 3 concentrated on the  s ta tus  o f  
p o s i t i o n s  r e l a t e d  t o  func t iona l  p r o j e c t i o n s  which can be i n f o r m a l l y  
described as p a r t  of t he  i n f l e c t i o n a l  system o f  the  verb, namely the  
p ro jec t i ons  o f  Tense and Agreement. I n  these chapter;; we were 
concerned e s s e n t i a l l y  w i t h  NP movement through and t o  these pos i t i ons .  
One quest ion which has so f a r  been i n t e n t i o n a l l y  l e f t  aside i s  t h a t  o f  
t he  s ta tus  o f  t h e  Complementizer p ro jec t i on ,  more p rec i se l y  t h e  s ta tus  
o f  t he  s p e c i f i e r  o f  t he  CP p r o j e c t i o n  and the  p rope r t i es  o f  movement 
t o  it. Th is  i s  t he  t o p i c  o f  the  present chapter. 
Whether the  complementizer p o s i t i o n  i s  a  p o s i t i o n  endocentr ic o r  
exocent r ic  t o  t he  head o f  the  sen ten t i a l  p r o j e c t i o n  has been debated 
s ince  the  o r i g i n  o f  X '  theory. U n t i l  q u i t e  recen t l y  i n  t he  generat ive 
l i t e r a t u r e ,  t he  use o f  t h e  l abe l s  S' and S  r e f l e c t e d  a  c e r t a i n  
h e s i t a t i o n  over t he  issue. Stowel l  (1981) argued that, both the  
category INFL and t h e  complementizer should be assumed t o  head t h e i r  
own p ro jec t i ons .  More recen t l y ,  Chomsky (1986) proposed that  both the 
INFL p r o j e c t i o n  and the  complementizer should be in tegra ted  t o  t h e  X '  
system and assumed t o  head t h e i r  own func t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons ,  namely I P  
and CP. As noted by Chomsky, t h i s  proposal i s  i n  fact  t h e  n u l l  
hypothesis,  and we w i l l  t he re fo re  assume i t  wi thout  any f u r t h e r  
d iscussion.  Note, however, t h a t  given the  typology of p o s i t i o n s  we 
have proposed, if C i s  assumed t o  head i t s  own func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n ,  
t h e  Spec of CP w i l l  be non-d is t inc t  from the  s p e c i f i e r  o f  any o the r  
l e x i c a l  o r  f unc t i ona l  p ro jec t i on ;  i t  w i l l  be a  [+HRl pos i t i on .  This  
- i m p l i e s  t h a t  movement t o  the  Spec o f  CP, l i k e  movement t o  the  Spec o f  
any o ther  f unc t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n ,  i s  expected t o  mani fest  p rope r t i es  o f  
AN-chai ns. 
Since Chomsky's (1986) proposal t o  i n t e g r a t e  the  complementizer 
p r o j e c t i o n  i n t o  the  X '  system, i t  has been standardly  assumed t h a t  WH- 
movement i s  an instance o f  movement t o  the  Spec o f  CP.' Now, the  Spec 
o f  CP o f  a  ma t r i x  sentence i s  a  p o s i t i o n  t o  which Case i s  no t  
assigned, under standard assumptions. Given the  approach t o  Case 
assignment we adopted i n  Chapter 3 sec t ion  3 . 3 . 4 ,  the Spec o f  an 
embedded CP i s  a l so  no t  a  p o s i t i o n  t o  which Case i s  assigned.2 Given 
the  typology i n  ( I ) ,  i f  WH-movement i s  movement t o  the  Spec o f  CP i t  
i s  an instance o f  movement t o  a  [+HR -Case] p o s i t i o n .  I f  so, we 
p r e d i c t  c o r r e c t l y  t h a t  WH-movement has Vbl-chain p rope r t i es .  But t h i s  
i s  no t  s u f f i c i e n t ,  s ince,  as we proposed i n  Chapter 111 sec t i on  3 . 4 . 4 ,  
[tHR -Case] p o s i t i o n s  can l i cense chains which simultaneously e x h i b i t  
AN-chain p rope r t i es  and Vbl-chain proper t ies .  As we showed i n  Chapter 
I1 sec t ion  2 . 3 ,  however, WH-movement i n  Engl ish mani fests no 
p rope r t i es  o f  AN-chains: i t  induces WCO e f f e c t s ,  i t  does no t  permi t  
new b ind ing ,  and it cannot be associated w i t h  a  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r ,  
We repeat the  paradigm showing these p rope r t i es  f o r  WH-movement i n  
(2): 
----------- 
1. But c f .  Lasnik and S a i t o  ( for thcoming)  f o r  a  theory i n  which WH- 
movement i s  movement t o  COMP and not  t o  the  Spec o f  CP. 
2. It has been argued by Kayne (1984) t h a t  the Spec, CP o f  some 
i n f i n i t i v a l s  can receive Case. See sec t ion  4.6.2 a  d iscussion o f  
these cases. 
( 2 )  
a. *Who$ does h i s i  mother love 
b. *Which man d i d  f r iends  of h imsel f  congratu late 
c. *Which women d i d  each o the r ' s  f r i e n d s  i n v i t e  
d. *Which books; d i d  you a l l i  read 
Thus, the  hypothesis t h a t  WH-movement i s  an instance o f  movement t o  
the  Spec o f  CP, a  [+ HR,-Case] p o s i t i o n ,  makes i nco r rec t  p red i c t i ons  
f o r  t he  p rope r t i es  o f  the  chain created. The assumption t h a t  WH- 
phrases move t o  the  Spec o f  CP i s  t he re fo re  incompatible w i t h  the  
t h e o r e t i c a l  model we have developed so f a r .  
Chomsky (1986)b. d i s t i ngu i shes  two types o f  movement: s u b s t i t u t i o n  and 
ad junc t ion .  I n  t h i s  framework, NP-movement and WH-movement are 
d i s t i ngu i shed  as i n v o l v i n g  respec t i ve l y  movement t o  an A-posi t ion and 
movement t o  an A ' -pos i t i on  ( i n  the  LGB sense), but  they are a l so  
assumed t o  be s i m i l a r ,  s ince they are both considered t o  be 
, 
s u b s t i t u t i o n s  and not  adjunct ions.  
(3 )  " S u b s t i t u t i o n  w i l l  always move a  maximal p ro jec t ' ion  t o  the  
s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n .  The two major cases w i l l  be NP-movement t o  
the  subject  o f  I P  o r  NP and WH-movement t o  the  s p e c i f i e r  
o f  CP8'.(Chomsky (1986b) p  4 )  
I n  t he  Bar r i e rs  framework, t h i s  s imi  l a r i t y  between NP-movement and WH- 
movement f o l l ows  i n  p a r t  from Chomsky's d e f i n i t i o n  o f  A ' -pos i t ion ,  
which i n t e r s e c t s  w i t h  the  subs t i t u t i on /ad junc t i on  dichotomy a t  one 
p a r t i c u l a r  p o i n t ,  namely the Spec o f  CP, and i n  p a r t  from the  
assumption t h a t  ad junc t ion  t o  CP i s  p roh ib i ted .3  The assumption t h a t  
WH-movement i s  t o  the  Spec of CP and i s  t he re fo re  a  s u b s t i t u t i o n  
in t roduces a  cur ious imbalance i n  t he  way WH-movenient i s  viewed: i t  i s  
assumed t h a t  WH-movement may proceed through ad junc t ion  most o f  t he  
way, wh i l e  some intermediate steps ( in te rmed ia te  t races  i n  t h e  Spec o f  
CP) and the  f i n a l  s tep are  substitution^.^ Other types o f  A'-movement, 
such as t o p i c a l i z a t i o n ,  r igh tward  e x t r a p o s i t i o n  o r  Heavy NP s h i f t ,  do 
no t  show t h i s  imbalance: they proceed s t r i c t l y  by adjunct ion.5 NP- 
3. Under the  standard d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t he  A / A '  dichotomy, a l l  A ' -  
pos i t i ons  are adjo ined p o s i t i o n s  except f o r  t he  Spec o f  CP. I n  the  
Barriers framework, long-distance WH-movement must proceed through 
the Spec o f  CP. This  means t h a t  some intermediate steps i n  the  
movement w i l l  be s u b s t i t u t i o n s  i n t o  the  Spec O F  an in te rmed ia te  CP, 
wh i le  o thers  w i l l  be ad junc t ions  ( t o  VP, f o r  instance).  Th is  lack  
o f  u n i f o r m i t y  would no t  be forced i f  ad junc t ion  t o  CP were 
permi t ted;  bu t  i n  Barr iers,  ad junc t ion  t o  CP i s  e x p l i c i t l y  
exc 1  uded. 
4. I n  LGB, WH-movment was considered an ad junc t ion  t o  COMP: 
"Consider WH-movement, which we may assume t o  be ad junc t ion  t o  COMP 
i n  the  sense of 00 (Chomsky (1980a)). The grammatical f u n c t i o n  
chain (GFl, GF2) produced by a  s i n g l e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  WH-movement 
conta ins GF2, necessar i l y  an A-GF, and GFi, a  non-A-GF (A'-GF) t h a t  
we may denote 'ad junc t  t o  COMP'. Assume t h a t  there  are two types o f  
movement ru les :  s u b s t i t u t i o n  and ad junc t i cn ,  t he  l a t t e r  always 
forming a  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t he  form [ a  a I31 o r  [ 0  13 a ] ,  where a  i s  
adjoined t o  13 by Move a. Then the  on ly  GFs are heads, complements, 
adjuncts and subjects.  A principled approach t o  the theory  o f  GFs, 
which I w i l l  no t  undertake here, w i l l  begin by d e f i n i n g  such 
general no t ions  as 'heads' e t c . ,  then d e f i n i n g  p a r t i c u l a r  GFs i n  
terms o f  them". (LGB, p.47). Our view i n  t h a t  sense 1s a 
conservat ive one. 
5. We have assumed, f o l l o w i n g  Lasnik and Sa i to  (1989), among others,  
t h a t  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  invo lves  adjunct ion.  I t  has been proposed by 
Chomsky (1973) t h a t  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  i s  movement t o  a  TOP phrase and 
by Chomsky ( i n  c lass  (1989)) t h a t  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  i s  movement t o  the  
Spec o f  CP. I f  t h i s  i s  cor rec t ,  then t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  may a l so  show 
t h i s  imbalance, i nvo l v ing  ad junc t ion  i n  in termediate steps and 
s u b s t i t u t i o n  i n  the f i n a l  step. There are haoever reasons t o  doubt 
t he  proposal t h a t  t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  i s  movement t,o t he  Spec CP. 
Top ica l i za t i on ,  cont rary  t o  wh-movement does no t  requ i re  AUX- 
Invers ion.  I f  both t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  and wh-movement a re  movements t o  
movement does not  show an imbalance, e i t h e r :  i t  i s  viewed as pure 
s u b s t i t u t i o n  even i n  i t s  in termediate steps. For NP-movement, indeed, 
ad junc t ion  i s  e x p l i c i t l y  disal lowed, by the  cond i t i on  on improper 
movement6 
According t o  our d e f i n i t i o n s ,  t h e  Spec of CP i s  a  [+HR] p o s i t i o n .  The 
cur ious  imbalance which we noted i n  the  way WH-movement i s  conceived 
i n  the  B a r r i e r s  framework becomes an instance of improper movement i n  
our terms: r e c a l l  t h a t  i n  Chapter 2 sec t ion  2.4, we def ined improper 
movement as fo l l ows :  
I f ,  as assumed i n  Ba r r i e rs ,  WH-movement proceeds by successive 
ad junc t ion  t o  in termediate p ro jec t i ons  (an assumption which we have 
t a c i t l y  adopted), then movement t o  the  Spec o f  CP, a [ t H R ]  pos i t i on ,  
w i l l  be an instance o f  improper movement and w i l l  be r u l e d  out. Th is  
i s  a  second reason why the  assumption t h a t  WH-movement invo lves  
movement t o  the Spec o f  CP i s  incompatible w i t h  the  t h e o r e t i c a l  model 
we have developed so f a r .  
I n  t h i s  chapter,  we address t h i s  i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y .  We w i l l  d iscuss t h e  
I problems ra ised f o r  the  theory o f  movement by the  hypothesis t h a t  t he  
----------- 
Spec CP it i s  q u i t e  unclear how t h i s  f ac t  can be accounted f o r .  I n  
our view, t o p i c a l i z a t i o n  i s  d i s t i ngu i shed  form wh-movement by i t s  
land ing  s i t e .  T o p i c a l i z a t i o n  i s  ad jucnt ion  t o  I P  iind Wh-movement 
ad junc t ion  t o  CP. 
i 6. C f .  the  ana lys is  o f  Super Rais ing i n  B a r r i e r s  
f 
Spec o f  CP i s  a  [tHRJ p o s i t i o n ,  and thus a  p o s i t i o n  a  p r i o r i  non- 
d i s t i n c t  from the  s p e c i f i e r s  o f  o ther  f unc t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons .  The 
s o l u t i o n  we propose t o  t h i s  problem i s  very simple: WH-movement does 
not  invo lve  s u b s t i t u t i o n  f o r  the  Spec o f  CP, bu t  r . i t he r  ad junc t ion  t o  
CP. The d iscussion i n  t h i s  chapter w i l l  lead us t o  develop a  view o f  
WH-movement which invo lves  no mixtures o f  s u b s t i t u t i o n  and 
ad junc t ion ,  e i t h e r  i n  in termediate steps ( l and ing  i n  t he  Spec o f  CP i n  
a  long-distance e x t r a c t i o n )  o r  i n  the  f i n a l  step. Under t h i s  view, 
ad junc t ion  t o  CP w i l l  be al lowed (con t ra ry  t o  the  Bar r i e rs  framework), 
and any mix ture  o f  s u b s t i t u t i o n  and ad junc t ion  i n  a s i n g l e  chain w i l l  
be r u l e d  out  as improper movement. The general p i c t u r e  o f  movement 
theory  i s  thus g rea te l y  s i m p l i f i e d :  t he re  are e s s e i t i a l l y  two types o f  
chains, [+HR] chains and [-HR] chains, and any mix ture  o f  t h e  two 
types o f  movement which does not  form an independently we l l  formed 
chain7 chain and the  [-HR] chain) i s  Independently we l l  formed 1s 
ru led  out  as improper movement. 
This  chapter 1s organized as fo l l ows .  F i r s t ,  we d iscuss t h e  problems 
posed by the  assumption t h a t  WH-movement i s  movement t o  the  Spec o f  CP 
f o r  t he  theory we have proposed. Next, we j u s t i f y  the assumption t h a t  
WH-movement invo lves  ad junc t ion  t o  CP. We then consider t he  ECP and 
propose a  r e v i s i o n  o f  t h e  B a r r i e r s  system compatible w i t h  t h e  r e s t  o f  
our assumptions. F i n a l l y ,  we consider a  number o f  consequences o f  the  
theory we propose and suggest a  new approach t o  Subjacency. 
----------- 
7. I n  cases o f  wh-extract ion preceded by r a i s i n g  (as i n  "Who do you 
t h i n k  seems t o  be on top  o f  every th ing" )  each chains ( the  [+HR 
-. 
4.1.1 Shor t -d is tance WH and NP movement 
As mentioned i n  t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n ,  t h e  Spec of CP i s  i n  our  terms a  
[ t H R ]  p o s i t i o n .  Given t h i s  approach, i f  WH-movement 'is movement t o  t h e  
Spec of CP, i t  i s  wrongly p r e d i c t e d  t h a t  WH-movement should have some 
AN-propert ies.  R e s t r i c t i n g  ourse lves  f o r  t he  moment t o  main clauses, 
severa l  s o l u t i o n s  t o  t h i s  problem come immediately t o  mind. 
F i r s t ,  as has been proposed by severa l  l i n g u i s t s ( a n d  most r e c e n t l y  by 
David Pesetsky) ,  we cou ld  assume t h a t  r o o t  c lauses do no t  have a  CP 
p r o j e c t i o n .  Under t h i s  view, WH-movement cou ld  be s imp ly  conceived o f  
as an ad junc t i on  t o  t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  o f  h i ghes t  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  i n  
t h e  sentence, AGRP-S i n  our  view. One se r i ous  problem w i t h  t h i s  
assumption i s  t h a t  i t  wrongly  p r e d i c t s  t h a t  a d j o i n i n q  a  WH-element t o  
AGRP-S i s  an embedded sentence should be poss ib l e ,  c o n t r a r y  t o  fac t :8  
(5) *Mary s a i d  t h a t  what John bought? 
We w i l l  t hus  no t  adopt i t .  Another p o s s i b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  t o  assume 
t h a t  main c lauses do have a  CP p r o j e c t i o n ,  b u t  t h a t  C ,  u n l i k e  o t h e r  
f unc t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n s ,  does no t  p r o j e c t  a s p e c i f i e r .  As assumed by 
Chomsky (1986),  s p e c i f i e r s  a re  gene ra l l y  o p t i o n a l  . 9  I f  C does no t  
p r o j e c t  a s p e c i f i e r ,  WH-movement w i l l  i n v o l v e  ad junc t i on  t o  CP, so 
----------- 
8. Pesetsky (1989) proposes t h a t  t h e  WH-element moves t o  t h e  Spec of 
I P .  Th i s  o p t i o n  i s  c l e a r l y  no t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  us, s i nce  t h e  Spec of 
I P  i s  i n  our  view a l s o  a  [ tHRI  p o s i t i o n .  
9. " I n  general  s p e c i f i e r s  a re  o p t i o n a l  bu t  t he  cho ice  o f  complements 
is determined by t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  p r i n c i p l e "  Chomsky (1986) p. 4 .  
2 t h a t  the  s t r u c t u r e  o f  a  simple I n t e r r o g a t i v e  i s  as fo l l ows  (we omit 
d e t a i l s  of the  i n t e r n a l  s t r u c t u r e  o f  the  clause):  
(6) [ C P  whati [ c p  d i d  [ A G R - s  John buy ti ] ] ] 1 Â  
Assuming t h i s  t o  be co r rec t ,  the  next quest ion which a r i ses  i s  whether 
i t  i s  ever poss ib le  f o r  t he  C p r o j e c t i o n  t o  have a s p e c i f i e r  o r  
whether we should assume t h a t  the  absence o f  a  s p e c i f i e r  i s  s imply a 
l e x i c a l  p roper ty  o f  C.  I f  we conf ine  ourselves t o  Engl ish,  evidence 
apparent ly  favors  the  second opt ion ,  s ince i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  a  sentence 
i n  which both an NP and a  WH-element occur a t  t he  beg in ing  o f  a  
sentence i s  s t r i c t l y  ungrammatical and must be excluded. 
( 7 )  * [ C P  Howx [ C P  Maryi [ c  d i d  [ A G R P - s  ti understand t h a t  t i c  ] I ] ]  
But he ungrammatical i ty o f  such sentences i s  c l e a r l y  no t  un i ve rsa l :  
i n t e r r o g a t i v e  sentences where both a  WH element and an NP precede a  
verb ra i sed  i n t o  C are common i n  French. Consider the  f o l l o w i n g  
example: 
( 8 )  Comment Mar ie-a- t -e l le  compris ce la?  
How Marie has-she understood t h a t  
How d i d  Marie understand t h a t  
Kayne (1984, Chapter 10) 
type i n  ( 8 ) ,  which he ca 
C I ) ,  both the  sub jec t  NP 
undergone f r o n t i n g  t o  a  
argues conv inc ing ly  t h a t  i n  sentences o f  the  
11s Complex-Inversion s t ruc tu res  (hencefor th 
and the  a u x i l i a r y  w i t h  the  c l i t i c  have 
category which Kayne leaves unspeci f ied,  but  
which i t  i s  na tu ra l  t o  assume t o  be CP. I n  o ther  words, i n  CI 
----------- 
10. We ignore f o r  t he  moment the  mo t i va t i on  f o r  movement o f  t he  AUX, 
which we assume moves t o  the  head o f  C ,  as 1s standard. See 
footnote (xx)  f o r  a  d iscussion o f  t h i s  question. 
construct ions,  n e i t h e r  the  subject  nor  the  AUX occurs i n  t he  p o s i t i o n  
i n  which i t  occurs i n  o rd inary  dec la ra t i ve  sentences. Evidence f o r  
t h i s  hypothesis are based on the  observat ion t h a t  the CI con t ruc t i on  
has the  same d i s t r i b u t i o n  as the  AUX-inversion cons t ruc t ion  o f  
Engl ish. L i ke  Engl ish AUX-inversion, C I  does not  occur i n  embedded 
sentences and i s  i n  complementary d i s t r i b u t i o n  w i t i  an ove r t  
complementizer: 
( 9 )  *Je me demande comment Marie a - t -e l l e  compris ce la  
I wonder how Marie has-she understood t h a t  
*I wonder how has Mary understood t h a t  
(10)  a. *Si Marie e u t - e l l e  compris cela..  . 
I f  Marie had-she understood t h a t  . . .  
*If had Mary understood t h a t  ... 
b. Marie e u t - e l l e  compris ce la. .  . 
Marie had-she understood t h a t  ... 
Had Mary understood t h a t  .... 
A r o o t  vs embedded d i n s t i n c t i o n  and a  complementary d i s t r i b u t i o n  w i t h  
an ove r t  C are standard arguments f o r  the  movement o f  V t o  C. We thus 
assume t h a t  t he  V occurs i n  C i n  ( 8 ) .  I f  so i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t he  
preceding NP does not  occupy the  spec o f  AGR-S. A na tu ra l  assumption 
i s  t h a t  t h i s  NP occupies the  Spec o f  CP. I f  s o l 1 ,  t he  s t r u c t u r e  o f  ( 8 )  
1s the  fo l l ow ing :  
( 1 1 )  [ C P  Commentk [ C P  Marie i  [ c -  a - t - e l l e  [ A G R P - s  t , i  compris ce la  
t k l l l ]  
Such a  s t r u c t u r e  i s  expected t o  be poss ib le  i n  our t h e o r e t i c a l  model: 
- ~ .  .- 
t he  NP i s  i n  the  Spec o f  CP, a  [ t H R ]  pos i t i on ,  and the WH-phrase i s  
11. See Deprez (1989)  f o r  a d e t a i l e d  ana lys is  o f  t h i s  cons tuc t ion  
w i t h i n  a  model adopt ing the S p l i t  INFL hypothesis and the  VP- 
i n te rna l - sub jec t  hypothesis 
adjo ined t o  CP. A p l a u s i b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e  would be t,o assume t h a t  the 
NP i n  ( 8 )  i s  ad jo ied  t o  CP. But the re  i s  evidence agaisnt  t hm is  
a l t e r n a t i v e .  As we argued i n  chapter 3 sec t ion  3.4.6, t he  bare 
q u a n t i f i e r  t o u t  i n  French occurs on ly  i n  [+HRl pos i t i ons .  Notably, i t  
can never occur i n  a  p o s i t i o n  adjo ined t o  S ( o r  S ' ) ,  as shown i n  (12): 
(12) 
*Tout, Marie a  emport6 
Everything, Marie took 
But as shown by (13) ,  t he  bare q u a n t i f i e r  can occur i n  C I  
cons t ruc t ions  . 
(13) Comment t o u t  e s t - i l  parvenu A sa des t i na t i on?  
How every th ing  d i d - i t  a r r i v e  a t  i t s  des t i na t i on?  
From the  con t ras t  between (12) and (13) ,  we conclude t h a t  t h e  bare 
q u a n t i f i e r  i s  not  i n  an adjoined p o s i t i o n  i n  the  C I  cons t ruc t ion .  
Rather i t  i s  i n  a  [ t H R ]  p o s i t i o n ,  namely, t he  Spec o f  CP. Th is  shows 
t h a t  the  p o s i t i o n  between the  WH-element and the V ra ised t o  C i s  a 
[+HR] p o s i t i o n ,  as pred ic ted  i n  our t h e o r e t i c a l  model. We take the  
grammat ica l i ty  o f  ( 8 )  and (13) t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  i n  some languages, the  
co-occurrence o f  a  WH-element adjoined t o  a  CP p r o j e c t i o n  and an NP i n  
t he  s p e c i f i e r  o f  CP i s  allowed. Thus CP ad junc t ion  o f  a  WH-element i n  
ma t r i x  clauses must be assumed t o  be possib le.  
Jus t  as there  i s  evidence support ing the  idea t h a t  the  sub jec t  NP i n  
C I  must be i n  a  [+HR] p o s i t i o n ,  t he re  i s  a l so  evidence support ing the  
assumption t h a t  the  WH-phrase i n  C I  i s  i n  an adjoined p o s i t i o n .  
Consider t he  f o l l o w i n g  p a i r  o f  sentences: 
(14)  
a. Que f a i s - t u ?  
What do-you 
What do you do? 
b.??Que Mar ie  f a i t - e l l e  
What Mar ie  does-she 
What does Mar ie  do? 
As argued by Hi rshbuhler ( I980. ) ,  t h e  French WH-element que ( "what " )  i s  
a c l i t i c  form which a l t e r n a t e s  w i t h  a  n o n - c l i t i c  form, namely quoi.  As 
observed by H i r shbuh le r ,  among o thers ,  t he  two a l t e r m t i v e  forms quoi 
and que bear a  s t r i k i n g  resemblance t o  t he  c l i t i c  and n o n - c l i t i c  forms 
o f  French pronouns. The French pronouns present  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
paradigm: 
(1  5 )  -- C l i t i c  form N o n - c l i t i c  
I p r s .  sg. me mo i 
2prs.  sg. t e  t o 1  
I f  que 1s a  c l i t i c ,  i t i s  expected t o  occur ob l i ga to r " i 1y  at tached t o  a  
ve rba l  head a t  l e a s t  a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  PF. Given t h i s  expec ta t ion ,  t h e  
m a r g i n a l i t y  of (14)b.  can be exp la ined  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y .  I n  bo th  
(14)a. and (14)b. we can assume t h a t  t h e  WH-word que i s  ad jo ined  t o  CP 
a t  S-s t ruc tu re .  I n  (14)a.,  i t  can c l i t i c i z e  a t  PF t o  t he  verb i n  C ,  so 
t h e  sentence i s  acceptable.  I n  (14)b.. however, que i s  no t  ad jacent  t o  
t h e  V i n  C ,  and assuming, as i s  standard, t h a t  P F - c l i t i c i z a t i o n  
requ i res  adjacency, que cannot c l i t i c i z e  t o  t he  V. I t  thus remains i n  
an adjo ined p o s i t i o n ,  an impossible p o s i t i o n  f o r  a  c l i t i c ,  s ince it i s  
associated w i t h  sen tence - in i t i a l  stress.12 
On the  bas is  o f  the  evidence provided by the  French C I  cons t ruc t ion ,  
we propose t h a t  WH-movement genera l l y  invo lves  movement t o  a  p o s i t i o n  
adjo ined t o  CP, a t  l e a s t  i n  main clauses. Given t h i s  proposal,  t he  
quest ion a r i ses  how (7) should be excluded. We could assume t h a t  i t  i s  
a  l e x i c a l  p roper ty  o f  t he  complementizer i n  Engl ish t h a t  it genera l l y  
precludes the  p r o j e c t i o n  o f  a s p e c i f i e r .  As we w i l l  show, however, 
such a s t i p u l a t i o n  i s  no t  necessary, and ( 7 )  can 
by general p r i n c i p l e s .  To exclude (7)  i n  Engl ish 
AUX o r  a  verb i n  C i s  genera l l y  incapable o f  ass 
i n  i t s  Spec. Consequently, the  NP i n  the  Spec o f  
t he  Case f i l t e r ,  more p r e c i s e l y  t he  p r i n c i p l e  wh 
i n  f a c t  be excluded 
we suggest t h a t  an 
gn'ing Case t o  the  NP 
CP i n  ( 7 )  v i o l a t e s  
ch requ i res  the  head 
o f  a  [+HR]  chain t o  be Case-marked (see Chomsky (1986)a.). I n  French, 
however, t he  o v e r t  appearance o f  the  postverbal  c l i t i c ,  which we 
assumed t o  be a  " re in fo rced"  agreement marker, w i l l  confer  on the  V i n  
C the  capac i ty  t o  Case-mark the  NP i n  t he  Spec o f  C , ,  Th is  proposal 
could be understood as fo l lows:  assume t h a t  t he  movement o f  AUX o r  V 
t o  C i s  an ad junc t ion  t o  an empty C,  which, as i s  s tandardly  assumed, 
----------- 
12 .  The quest ion a r i s e s  why the  a l t e r n a t i v e  form quo7 cannot occur I n  
t h i s  pos i t i on .  Note t h a t  there  are contexts i n  which t h i s  
a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  oossib le:  
(1) Que f a i r e ?  / Quoi f a i r e ?  
The main d i s t i n c t i o n  between ( 1 )  and (14)a i s  the  tense p rope r t i es  o f  
t he  verb. The absence o f  a l t e r n a t i o n  i n  sentences l i k e  (14)a. i s  
thus due t o  an independent f a c t o r  , namely the  f a c t  t h a t  "quo i "  i s  
incompatible w i t h  tensed sentences. (See Koopman ( 1  980) f o r  an 
account o f  the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  quo i ) .  
i s  no t  a  Case-marking head. Under t h i s  v iew, even i f  AUX o r  V con ta ins  
an agreement marker, i t  w i l l  no t  be ab le  t o  ass ign Case t o  an NP i n  
i t s  Spec, I n  French, we propose t h a t  t h e  ad junc t i on  o f  t h e  c l i t i c  t o  
t h e  verb " r e s t o r e s "  t h e  Case-marking capac i t y  of t he  verb. 
Consequently, t h e  sub jec t  can be d i r e c t l y  Case-marked i n  t h e  Spec of 
CP. 
Since a s t r u c t u r e  such as ( 7 )  i s  now excluded on a p r i n c i p l e d  bas is ,  
we can assume t h a t  i n  Engl ish,  j u s t  as i n  French, t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  
o p t i o n a l l y  present  and WH-movement i nvo l ves  ad junc t i on  t o  CP.I3 
One o f  t h e  arguments g iven  by Chomsky (1986) f o r  t h e  movement o f  
WH-phrases t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  t h a t  i t  g i ves  a reason why WH- 
phrases do no t  a d j o i n  t o  any o the r  p r o j e c t i o n .  I n  h i s  v iew, a  WH- 
complementizer con ta ins  t h e  f e a t u r e  [tWH] which i s  then  
t r a n s m i t t e d  t o  t h e  WH-phrase under Spec-head agreement. Given an 
approach t o  WH-movement which assumes ad junc t i on  r a t h e r  than 
s u b s t i t u t i o n ,  one may wonder why i t  i s  t h a t  WH-phrases cannot 
a d j o i n  j u s t  anywhere. The f i r s t  reason t h a t  can 116 g iven i s  t h a t  
WH-phrases need t o  have scope over  t h e  whole sentence. Al though 
t h i s  i s  c e r t a i n l y  c o r r e c t ,  one may wonder why ad junc t i on  t o  IP ,  
f o r  Instance,  does no t  s a t i s f y  t h i s  scope requirement and why i t  
i s  t h a t  WH-phrases must occur ad jo ined  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  CP. A 
p o s s i b l e  answer l i e s  i n  t h e  observa t ion  t h a t  ad junc ts  seem t o  be 
gene ra l l y  r e s t r i c t e d  w i t h  respect  t o  the  category they  can be 
ad jo ined  t o  a t  S-s t ruc tu re .  Thus, f o r  ins tance,  as c l e a r l y  shown 
by Jackendoff  (1972), VP adverbs cannot be ad jo ined  j u s t  anywhere, 
b u t  must be ad jo ined  t o  some p r o j e c t i o n  of the  VP.  The same ho lds  
t r u e  e s s e n t i a l l y  f o r  s e n t e n t i a l  adverbs, which, we have proposed 
t o  be ad jo ined  t o  t h e  TP p r o j e c t i o n ,  f o l l o w i n g  R i z z i  (1989). These 
r e s t r i c t i o n s  suggest t h a t  t h e r e  must be some r e l a t i o n  which ho lds  
between t h e  head o f  a  g iven p r o j e c t i o n  and elements which can be 
ad jo ined  a t  S -s t ruc tu re  t o  t he  maxima1 p r o j e c t i o n  o f  t h i s  head. 
Whatever t he  formal  s t a t u s  o f  t h i s  r e l a t i o n ,  whether i t  i s  
conceived o f  as f e a t u r e  shar ing ,  as suggested by T r a v i s  (1988), o r  
as some form o f  p r e d i c a t i o n  o r  theta-marking (Hiciginbotham), we 
may assume t h a t  t h e  same r e l a t i o n  must o b t a i n  between a WH-Comp 
and a WH-phrase, and perhaps a l s o  between a Topic and t h e  head o f  
AGRP-S. Th i s  would s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  account f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
n e i t h e r  a  t o p i c  nor  a  WH-phrase can a d j o i n  t o  VP. 
A P 
wou 
l a u s i b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e  ana lys i s  o f  C I  which we have no t  ye t  explored 
I d  be t o  assume t h a t  the  s t r u c t u r e  o f  C I  i nvo lves  a  recurs ive  CP 
s t ruc tu re .  There i s  evidence against  t h i s  hypothesis,  however, based 
on the  ob l i ga to r i ness  o f  V movement t o  C, As shown i n  (16), V-to-C i s  
o b l i g a t o r y  i n  ma t r i x  i n t e r r o g a t i v e s  i n  standard French. 
(16) 
a. *Comment Marie e s t  p a r t i e ?  
How Marie has l e f t ?  
b. Q u e  Marie a f a i t ?  
What Marie has done? 
Whatever t he  mo t i va t i on  f o r  t h i s  f a c t ,  we observe t h a t  i f  t h e  C I  
cons t ruc t i on  invo lves  a  recurs ive  CP s t ruc tu re ,  we expect t h e  verb t o  
be ab le  t o  move t o  the  h igher  C p o s i t i o n .  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y ,  
however, t h i s  i s  no t  possib le,  as shown by (17).  
(17) 
a. **Comment e s t - e l l e  Marie p a r t i e ?  
How has-she Marie l e f t ?  
b.  [ C P I  Commentk [ c ' i  e s t - e l l e j  [ C P Z  Marie i  [ c O z  tj [IP ti [I:- t j  [ 
(17)a., w i t h  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (17)b., w i l l  be t r i v i a l l y  excluded i f  we 
assume, f o l l o w i n g  Kayne (1984), t h a t  CP recurs ion  i s  impossible. I 4  
14. Although (17)a. i s  accounted f o r  under the  assmpt ion  t h a t  CP 
recurs ion  i s  impossible w i t h  the  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (17)b., t h e  quest ion 
a r i s e s  why (17)a. would be impossible w i t h  a  s t ruc ture  i n  which 
t h e  sub jec t  NP has remained i n  place, t h a t  i s ,  w i t h  a s t r u c t u r e  
such as t h e  one i n  (18): 
(18) [ C P  Comment [ C P  [ c '  e s t  - e l l e  [IP Marie parties I ] ] ]  
The ungrammatical i ty o f  sentences w i t h  a  s t r u c t u r e  as i n  (18) remains 
unexplained i n  Kayne's analys is .  He speculates t h a t  f o r  some 
reason t h e  NP i n  t he  Spec of I P  cannot be assigned Case; we 
be l i eve  t h i s  speculat ion t o  be on the  r i g h t  t rack .  I t  can be made 
As we have shown, an a t  f i r s t  seemingly p l a u s i b l e  ana lys is  o f  CI i n  
terms o f  CP recurs ion 1s i n  f a c t  ra the r  problematic.  This  prov ides an 
a d d i t i o n a l  argument t h a t  C I  i n  f a c t  invo lves  the  ad junc t ion  o f  a WH- 
phrase t o  CP. Based on t h i s  and previous evidence, we propose t h a t  WH- 
movement i n  ma t r i x  clauses always invo lves  an adjunct ion t o  CP. Under 
t h i s  view, WH-movement i n  main clauses i s  movement t o  a  [-HR] 
p o s i t i o n ,  and the  p rope r t i es  o f  t h e  chain created by WH-movement are 
c o r r e c t l y  p red ic ted  t o  be s t r i c t l y  Vbl-chain proper t ies .  Moreover, 
a d d i t i o n a l  NP movement t o  the  Spec o f  CP i s  permi t ted i n  French and 
r u l e d  ou t  i n  Engl ish on p r i n c i p l e d  grounds. Assuming t h a t  WH-movement 
invo lves  ad junc t ion  t o  the p r o j e c t i o n  o f  CP i n  i t s  f i n a l  step, t he  
proposal t h a t  t he  Spec o f  CP 1s i n  f a c t  i nd i s t i ngu i shab le  from o ther  
s p e c i f i e r s ,  which f o l l o w s  from our d e f i n i t i o n  o f  [tHRI pos i t i ons ,  
causes no p a r t i c u l a r  problem f o r  shor t -d is tance e x t r a c t i o n  i n  main 
clauses. I n  f a c t ,  i t  permi ts  an e legant  account o f  the  Complex 
Inve rs ion  s t ruc tu res  o f  French. 
Note t h a t  t h e  hypothesis t h a t  WH-movement invo lves  ad junc t ion  t o  CP i n  
main clauses i s  compatible w i t h  the  B a r r i e r s  theory o f  movement, which 
we have by and l a rge  adopted so f a r  (apar t  from some mod i f i ca t i ons  o f  
t he  d e f i n i t i o n  of Dynamic M in ima l i t y  (see sec t ion  3.3.5.2)). I n  
B a r r i e r s  Chomsky proposes t h a t  ad junc t ion  t o  CP i s  banned when CP i s  a  
----------- 
more prec ise  along the  f o l l o w i n g  l i n e s :  assume t h a t  p r i o r  t o  V 
movement, t he  c l i t i c  i s  i n  f a c t  occupying the head o f  AGR-S and - 
absorbs i t s  Case-assigning proper t ies .  I f  so, a  sub jec t  NP w i l l  
no t  be able t o  occur i n  t he  Spec o f  AGR-S w i thout  v i o l a t i n g  the  
Case f i l t e r .  It w i l l ,  i n  f a c t ,  have t o  move t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP, t h e  
on ly  p o s i t i o n  i n  which it can be assigned Case. I f  t h i s  i s  
co r rec t ,  then (18) i s  s imply excluded by Case theory and noth ing  
more needs t o  be added. 
complement and ( f o l l o w i n g  a  suggest ion by Ky le  Johr~son) t h a t  t h i s  ban 
f o l l o w s  from the ta - theory .  Given t h e  l a t t e r  assumptionl a d j u n c t i o n  t o  
CP i s  n o t  banned i n  main clauses, s i nce  main c lauses a re  c l e a r l y  n o t  
arguments, and t hus  cannot be complements. Al though t h e  assumption 
t h a t  WH-movement i nvo l ves  ad junc t i on  t o  CP does n o t  r a i s e  any problems 
f o r  s imp le  WH-extractions i n  main c lauses,  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i s  q u i t e  
d i f f e r e n t  i n  t he  B a r r i e r s  framework f o r  long-d is tance e x t r a c t i o n  ou t  
o f  va r i ous  embedded c lauses.  I n  t h e  B a r r i e r s  framew12rkl t h e  ban on CP 
a d j u n c t i o n  i s  c r u c i a l  f o r  an account o f  CED e f f e c t s  and WH-island 
v i o l a t i o n s .  We w i l l  address t h i s  i ssue  i n  s e c t i o n  4 .2 .2  and f o l l o w i n g ,  
and we w i l l  propose f u r t h e r  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  t o  t h e  B a r r i e r s  t heo ry  o f  
t h e  ECP. But be fo re  we t u r n  t o  t h i s  i ssue l  we w i l l  .F i rs t  o u t l i n e  t h e  
problems posed by t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  C P  i s  a [tHR] 
p o s i t i o n  f o r  long-d is tance e x t r a c t i o n .  There a re  e s s e n t i a l l y  t h r e e  
cases i n  which t h i s  hypo thes is  w i l l  c r ea te  problems f o r  t h e  Barriers 
framework: 
I) For i n te rmed ia te  t r a c e s  o f  long-d is tance WH-movement 
2 )  For embedded WCO e f f e c t s  
3 )  For super - ra is ing  
We w i l l  cons ider  each case i n  t u r n .  
4.1 .2  Long d i s tance  WH and NP movement 
4.1.2.1 Long-distance WH-movement and i n te rmed ia te  t r a c e s  
Given our  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  [tHR]/[-HR] p o s i t i o n s ,  in te rmed ia te  t r a c e s  o f  
WH-movement i n  t he  Spec o f  CP should be i n  [+HR] pos. i t ions. I n  t h e  
Barr jers  framework, i t  i s  assumed t h a t  WH-elements a d j o i n  successive- 
cyc1ica11y t o  maxima1 p r o j e c t i o n s  be fo re  moving through t h e  Spec o f  
CP. I f  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  a  [ t H R ]  p o s i t i o n ,  a  s imp le  case o f  o b j e c t  
e x t r a c t i o n  from an embedded ques t ion  w i l l  c rea te  chains of t he  t ype  [- 
HR] [tHR] [-HR]: as we argued i n  s e c t i o n  2.41 t h i s  i s  a  t y p i c a l  case 
o f  improper movement. A v a r i a b l e  c rea ted  by t h e  movement of a  WH- 
opera to r  w i l l  be [tHR]-bound i n  t h e  domain o f  i t s  opc! ra tor ,  i n  
v i o l a t i o n  o f  P r i n c i p l e  C o f  t h e  B ind ing  theory .  Var iab les  a re  R- 
express ions,  comparable t o  namesl and consequent ly m s t  remain [ t H R ] -  
f r e e .  l 5  Consider a  s imple case of o b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  ou t  o f  an 
i n t e r r o g a t i v e :  
(19) What does Simone t h i n k  t h a t  Jean-Paul w i l l  w r i t e  
Under t he  B a r r i e r s  theory  o f  WH-movement, t he  s t r u c t u r e  o f  ( 1 9 )  w i l l  
1 5 .  The term and concept o f  improper movement a re  due t o  May (1979) .  
1 6 ,  So as t o  s i m p l i f y  t h e  s t r u c t u r e s l  I w i l l  use I P  throughout  t h i s  
s e c t i o n  t o  avo id  hav ing  t o  s p e l l  ou t  every i n t e r m ~ ~ d i a t e  f u n c t i o n a l  
(20) [ C P  What does L I P  Simone [ V P  t~ [ V P  t h i n k  [ G P  t , z [ c  t h a t  KIP Jean- 
Paul [I, w i l l  [ V P  t 3  [ U P  w r i t e  t 4 ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ]  
t 3  i s  adjoined t o  VP and i s  thus i n  a [-HRI p o s i t i o n .  t 2 ,  however, i s  
i n  the  Spec o f  CP, an [+HRl p o s i t i o n  under our d e f i n i t i o n .  Th i s  i s  
thus a case o f  [-HR] [tHR] [-HR] movement. I n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  type o f  
example, the  problem could be avoided by assuming ( f o l l o w i n g  a 
proposal by Lasnik and S a i t o  (1984)) t h a t  a l l  in termediate t races  o f  
argument WH-extraction de le te  p r i o r  t o  LF. I f ,  as has been argued by 
S a f i r  (1982) and Chomsky (1986) ,  B inding theory app l i es  on l y  a t  LF, 
(20) w i l l  no t  v i o l a t e  P r i n c i p l e  C.17 But the  same improper mc~vement 
v i o l a t i o n  w i l l  occur w i t h  WH-cha 
ex t rac t i 'on  f o r  which t r a c e  d e l e t  
app l icab le .  I n  t he  l a t t e r  cases, 
avoided.18 Given t h e  assumption 
----------- 
i n s  and long-distance ad junc t  
i o n  i s  c r u c i a l l y  assumed t o  be non- 
improper movement cannot be 
t h a t  the  Spec o f  CP i s  a [+FIR] 
p ro jec t i ons ,  except when necessary. The l abe l  I P  i s  used as 
shorthand f o r  the  sequence AGR-S, TP, AGR-0. 
17. S a f i r  argues t h a t  P r i n c i p l e  C does not  apply a t  S-s t ruc ture  t o  
exp la in  t h e  well-formedness o f  e x p l e t i v e  chains o f  t he  type: 
Therei i s  a mani i n  the garden. I n  h i s  view, t he  e x p l e t i v e  and t h e  
postverbal  subject  are coindexed. This  coindexat ion would induce 
a p r i n c i p l e  C v i o l a t i o n  i f  P r i n c i p l e  C app l ied  a t  S-structure. I n  
S a f i r ' s  view, e x p l e t i v e  cons t ruc t ions  are saved from a p r i n c i p l e  C 
v i o l a t i o n  by the  r a i s i n g  o f  t h e  i n d e f i n i t e  NP a t  LF under QR. But, 
as argued i n  Chomsky and Lasnik (19731, o ther  cons t ruc t ions  
requ i re  t h a t  P r i n c i p l e  C apply before QR. Consider t he  f o l l o w i n g  
example: *Hei  7ikes everyone t h a t  Johni knows. The i m p o s s i b i l i t y  
o f  coreference betweeen be and John f o l l ows  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  from 
P r i n c i p l e  C. A t  LF, however, QR w i  11 apply t o  everyone and pied- 
p ipe  t h e  RC conta in ing  John: everyone t h a t  Johr;li knows hei 7jkes. 
No v i o l a t i o n  o f  p r i n c i p l e  C occurs a t  LF. Thus, examples o f  t h i s  
type prov ide arguments t h a t  p r i n c i p l e  C must apply before QR. 
18. This  presupposes t h a t  adjunct  t races  are subject  t o  improper 
movement v i o l a t i o n s .  See sec t ion  4.7.1.1 f o r  arguments t h a t  
adjuncts are genera l l y  subject  t o  p r i n c i p l e  C. Moreover, i n  our  
p o s i t i o n l  t h e  g rammat ica l i t y  of long-d is tance e x t r a c t i o n s  i s  thus  i n  
need o f  exp lana t ion ,  
4.1.2.2 Weak Crossover 
Another problem a r i s e s  w i t h  cases o f  embedded weak crossover .  We 
showed I n  Chapter I1 and 111 t h a t  movement t o  a  [ tHRl  p o s i t i o n  does 
n o t  induce WCO v i o l a t i o n s :  i n  f a c t ,  i t  pe rm i t s  what we have c a l l e d  WCO 
r e p a i r .  S ince i n  our  terms movement t o  t h e  Spec o f  C P  i s  movement t o  a  
[tHR] p o s i t i o n l  we would expect  no WCO v i o l a t i o n  i n  embedded 
sentences. Howeverl as shown by ( 2 1 1 ,  t h i s  p r e d i c t i o r ~  i s  i n c o r r e c t ,  
( 2 1 )  * Whoi do YOU t h i n k  t h a t  h i s i  mother loves  ti 
The s t r u c t u r e  o f  (21) i s  g iven i n  ( 22 ) :  
( 2 2 )  [ C P  Whoi do [IP YOU [ V P  t h i n k  [CP t ' i  [ t h a t  [I:P h i s i  mother 
loves  t i ] ] ] ] ] ] ' 9  
I n  ( 2 2 ) ,  t '  b inds  t h e  pronoun h i s  f rom a  [tHR] p o s i t i o n  and i s  t hus  
expected t o  l i c e n s e  a  bound v a r i a b l e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  The f a c t  t h a t  WCO 
v i o l a t i o n s  occur  i n  embedded sentences i n d i c a t e s  that ,  t h e  movement 
th rough  t h e  Spec o f  CP must no t  count f o r  WCO r e p a i r .  Th i s  f a c t  w i l l  
have t o  be exp la ined.  
v iew,  improper movement i s  a  requirement on cha in  homogeneity and 
t hus  a p p l i e s  t o  a l l  cha ins l  independent ly  o f  t h e  argument/adjunct 
d i s t i n c t i o n .  
19, We have ommitted t h e  t r a c e  of VP a d j u n c t i o n  i n  t h i s  example, s i n c e  
i t p lays  no r o l e  i n  t h i s  argument. 
4.1.2.3 Super - ra is ing  
F i n a l l y ,  l e t  us t u r n  t o  cases o f  long-d is tance NP movement. 
Ungrammatical cases o f  r a i s i n g  have o f t e n  been analyzed as i n v o  
e i t h e r  an ECP v i o l a t i o n  o r  a  v i o l a t i o n  o f  improper rnovement.20 
number o f  these cases c r u c i a l l y  i n v o l v e  t h e  Spec o f  CP, Consider 
(23)a.,  w i t h  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  g iven  i n  (23)b.  
(23) 
a. *John i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  s leep.  
b. [IP John! i s  p o s s i b l e  [ C P  ti [IP ti t o  s l e e p ] ] ]  
c.  I t  i s  p o s s i b l e  f o r  John t o  s leep  
As shown i n  ( 2 3 ) c m 1  t h e  a d j e c t i v a l  p r e d i c a t e  possib7e subcategor izes 
f o r  a  CP complement and does n o t  ass ign a  8 - r o l e  t o  i t s  subject .21 I n  
a  framework where t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  an A ' - pos i t i on ,  such as i n  LGB, 
(14)a. can be r u l e d  ou t  as a case o f  improper movement, Consider t h e  
d e r i v a t i o n  i n  (14)b. Chomsky (1986)b- suggests t h a t  t h e  t r a c e  t ' j  i n  
t h e  Spec o f  CP w i l l  f o r c e  t h e  sub jec t  t r a c e  ti t o  be an R-expression; 
----------- 
20, C f ,  Barrjers, pp. 76-77 .  
That t h e  subac tegor iza t ion  f o r  CP i s  ma in ta ined  w i t h  t h e  cho ice  o f  
an i n f i n i t i v a l  complement ( u n l i k e  p red i ca tes  su'zh as Ijkely o r  
seems) i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  c l e a r  i n  French, The i n f i n i t i v a l  complement 
of  t h i s  p r e d i c a t e  always has an o v e r t  cornplernen,tizer: 
. . . .. . 
(1) a, I 1  e s t  poss ib l e  de r k u s s i r  
b. * I 1  e s t  p o s s i b l e  r 6 u s s i r  
I t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  succeed 
C f ,  Kayne (1984)1 "On some D i f f e rences  between French and Eng l i sh"  
f o r  arguments t h a t  de i s  a  complementizer. 
t h i s  w i l l  then v i o l a t e  Condit ion C o f  the Binding theory,  s ince the  R- 
expression t i  w i l l  be A-bound by Johnf.Z2 This explanat ion i s  no 
longer ava i l ab le  i n  a  framework where the  Spec o f  CP i s  a [ t H R ]  
p o s i t i o n  non-d is t inc t  from the s p e c i f i e r  o f  any o ther  f unc t i ona l  
p r o j e c t i o n .  Although NP movement to the  Spec o f  CP 1:; r u led  out  by the 
lack  o f  Case-marking a b i l i t y  f o r  C ,  NP movement through the  Spec o f  CP 
v i o l a t e s  none o f  the  cond i t ions  we have discussed so f a r .  Since 
improper movement cannot be used i n  our t h e o r e t i c a l  nodel t o  r u l e  ou t  
cases such as (14)a. ,  another explanat ion must be found t o  r u l e  out  
cases such as (14) and o ther  cases o f  super-ra is ing.  
We have o u t l i n e d  the  th ree  major problems which occur i f  the  Spec o f  
CP i s  considered t o  be a  [ t H R ]  p o s i t i o n ,  i . e . ,  a  pos- i t ion  from which 
AN-chains are l icensed. I n  the  b r i e f  d iscussion o f  each o f  these 
problems i t  i s  apparent t h a t  many so lu t i ons  are poss ib le  and t h a t  the  
choice o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r  s o l u t i o n  w i l l  be h i g h l y  dependent on p a r t i c u l a r  
choices made f o r  a  theory o f  movement. For instance, we have t a c i t l y  
2 2 .  As mentioned by Epste in (1987), c e r t a i n  sentences have an 
a l t e r n a t i v e  d e r i v a t i o n  which does no t  v i o l a t e  Cor;d i t ion C. 
Consider the  fo l l ow ing  example: *Who i s  possib le t o  sleep? This 
sentence can have the  f o l l o w i n g  de r i va t i on :  F i r s t ,  the  WH-element 
i s  moved t o  the Spec o f  I P ,  v i o l a t i n g  the ECP. Second, the  WH- 
element moves t o  Spec o f  the h igher  CP. Thi rd,  from t h i s  p o s i t i o n  
i t  lowers i n t o  the  Spec o f  the  in termediate CP. F i n a l l y ,  i t  moves 
back t o  the  Spec o f  the h igher  CP, Under such a  d e r i v a t i o n ,  
movement always proceeds from an A-posi t ion t o  an A-posi t ion and 
from an A ' -pos i t ion  t o  an A' -posi t ion.  Improper movement i s  not  
v i o l a t e d  a t  any t ime,  and the  r e s u l t i n g  representat ion i s  
equ iva len t  t o  (14)b. Consequently, the ECP i s  s a t i f i e d .  Th is  
suggests t h a t  t he  cond i t i on  on improper movement nay be b e t t e r  
viewed as a cond i t i on  on representat ion.  As we suggested i n  the  
i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  t h i s  chapter,  improper movement i s  a c o n d i t i o n  on 
chain homogeneity. If so, the  representat ion i n  (14)b. w i l l  
v i o l a t e  t h i s  cond i t i on  on chain homogeneity on any de r i va t i on .  See 
Epstein (1987) f o r  a  d iscussion o f  t h i s  case. 
assumed above (Cf .  ( 2 0 ) )  t h a t  an e x t r a c t e d  WH-element f i r s t  a d j o i n s  t o  
VP on i t s  way t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP. I t  cou ld  be assumed i ns tead  t h a t  VP 
i s  no t  a  b a r r i e r . 2 3  As has o f t e n  been noted, no e m p i r i c a l  f a c t s  
c r u c i a l l y  depend on t h e  assumption t h a t  VP i s  a  b a r r i e r  i n  Chomsky's 
(1986)b. framework. Suppose, then,  f o r  t h e  sake o f  t h e  argument, t h a t  
VP i s  n o t  a  b a r r i e r .  I f  so, a d j u n c t i o n  t o  VP would n o t  be necessary 
and we would have t h e  f o l l o w i n g  d e r i v a t i o n  f o r  ( 1 9 ) ,  
(24)   what does [IP Simone t h i n k  [CP t i  [ c l  t h a t  I I P . .  . . t s J ] ] ] ]  
I n  (24) ,  t z  i s  d i r e c t l y  bound by t i  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP. But s i nce  t h e r e  
a re  no i n te rmed ia te  ad jo ined  t r aces ,  t h a t  i s ,  no t r u c e s  i n  [ - H R I  
p o s i t i o n s ,  t h i s  d e r i v a t i o n  i n s t a n t i a t e s  a  case o f  [ - rHRJ t o  [ t H R ]  
movement. No improper movement v i o l a t i o n  a r i ses .  The assumption t h a t  
VP i s  n o t  a  b a r r i e r  seemingly o f f e r s  an immediate s o l u t i o n  t o  our  
f i r s t  problem. But t h i s  apparent s o l u t i o n  makes our  second problem, 
t h e  absence o f  WCO r e p a i r ,  much harder  t o  so lve.  I f  long-d is tance WH- 
e x t r a c t i o n  o f  an o b j e c t  i s  i n  i t s  f i r s t  s teps a  case o f  [+HR] t o  [tHR] 
movement, WCO should never occur i n  embedded sentences, c o n t r a r y  t o  
f a c t .  
These b r i e f  cons ide ra t i ons  i l l u s t r a t e  t h a t  any s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  t h r e e  
problems we have i d e n t i f i e d  w i l l  be c r u c i a l l y  dependent on t h e  
hypothes is  made w i t h  respect  t o  t h e  t heo ry  of movement and t h e  ECP, 
Consequently, be fo re  we can d iscuss  s o l u t i o n s  t o  our  t h r e e  problems, 
we w i l l  o u t l i n e  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  t heo ry  o f  ECP t h a t  we propose. We t u r n  
----------- 
23. Th i s  i s  assumed by severa l  l i n g u i s t s :  Lasnik  and Saito 
( fo r thcoming)  and Kayne (1989 ) ,  f o r  example. 
t o  t h i s  t o p i c  i n  t h e  nex t  sec t i on .  A l though t h e  t heo ry  we propose 
remains c l ose  i n  s p i r i t  t o  t h e  t heo ry  o u t l i n e d  by Chomsky (1986)b., i t  
w i l l  i n co rpo ra te  some recen t  p roposa ls  by R i zz i ( 1989 ) ;  t h e  r e s u l t  w i l l  
be a  s imp le r  approach t o  t h e  ECP and w i l l  extend e m p i r i c a l  coverage t o  
some cases which have remained up t o  now unexplained. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  
i t  w i l l  a l l o w  a s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  account o f  t h e  que/qiii a l t e r n a t i o n  i n  
French. 
Our d i scuss ion  o f  t h e  ECP w i l l  proceed as f o l l o w s :  i n  s e c t i o n  4.2 we 
address t h e  ques t i on  o f  what ca tego r i es  should  be assumed t o  be 
p o t e n t i a l  b a r r i e r s .  I n  s e c t i o n  4 . 2 . 2  we t u r n  t o  t h e  ques t i on  o f  which 
c a t e g o r i e s  can be ad jo i ned  t o .  Regarding these two ques t ions ,  we w i l l  
argue f o r  a  s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  Barriers model; we w i l l  remove t h e  
"de fec t i veness "  o f  t h e  I P  category  and w i  11 e l im ina te !  t h e  s t i p u l a t e d  
ban on a d j u n c t i o n  t o  CP. Throughout t h i s  d i scuss ion ,  we w i l l  use t h e  
l a b e l  I P  as shorthand f o r  t h e  succession o f  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  
which we have assumed throughout  t h i s  t h e s i s  t o  be p a r t  o f  t h e  
s t r u c t u r e  o f  a bas i c  sentence. Fo l l ow ing  P o l l o c k  (1988) and Chomsky 
1 9 8 9 1 ,  we w i l l  assume t h a t  t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  which occur  
between AGR-S, ( t h e  h i ghe r  AGR p r o j e c t i o n )  and VP, nemely AGR-0 and 
TP, a re  never i nhe ren t  b a r r i e r s .  Th i s  assumption i n  f ' ac t  d e r i v e s  f rom 
t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  L-marking we g i v e  i n  s e c t i o n  4 . 4 .  The d i scuss ion  o f  
t h e  ba r r i e rhood  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  I P  p r o j e c t i o n  should  then  be understood 
as pos ing  t i l e  ques t i on  whether t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  which i s  t h e  
complement o f  C ,  namely AGR-S, should  o r  no t  be cons idered a  b a r r i e r .  
4 . 2  ECP:  a - F i r s t  approach 
4.2.1 What counts as a b a r r i e r ?  
We w i l l  beg in  our  d i scuss ion  o f  t h e  ECP by propos ing some r e v i s i o n s  o f  
t h e  n o t i o n  o f  b a r r i e r  as i t  i s  conceived i n  t h e  B a r r i e r s  framework o f  
Chomsky (1986). I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  we w i l l  argue t h a t  I P  i s  n o t  a 
" d e f e c t i v e  ca tegory "  and t h a t  VP,  a l though  a  D -ba r r i e r ,  as we proposed 
i n  s e c t i o n  4.3.2 i s  n o t  an i nhe ren t  b a r r i e r .  
4.2 .1 .1  The barrierhood o f  IP 
Recent r e v i s i o n s  o f  t h e  B a r r i e r s  framework have proposed removing t h e  
s t i p u l a t i o n  t h a t  I P  i s  a  d e f e c t i v e  ca tego ry .24  For Chomsky (1986 ) ,  I P  
i s  never an i nhe ren t  b a r r i e r  o r  a  b a r r i e r  f o r  M i n i m a l i t y .  C e r t a i n  
cases o f  Head-to-Head movement, however, s t r o n g l y  suggest t h a t  I P  can 
sometimes a c t  as a  M i n i m a l i t y  B a r r i e r .  The d e f i n i t i o n  o f  M i n i m a l i t y  
b a r r i e r  i s  g i ven  i n  (25) :  
Min imal  i t y  B a r r i e r  
(25 )  T 1s a  b a r r i e r  f o r  I3 i f  T i s  ( a  p r o j e c t i o n ,  t h e  immediate 
p r o j e c t i o n )  o f  5 ,  a  zero-' level category  d i s t i n c t  fraom 13, 
----------- 
24.  See Frampton(1989), Fukui and Speas, Ur iagereka,  and Ambar, among 
o the rs ,  f o r  v a r i o u s  - i n t e r e s t i n g  arguments. 
Keeping t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  i n  mind,  l e t  us c o n s i d e r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
example: 
( 2 6 )  [ c  Havei [IP John j  [ I '  w i l l  [ u p  ti been a r r e s t e d  ti 1 I ] ]  
Under Chomsky's ( 1986 )  assumpt ions ,  none o f  t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  domina t ing  
any o f  t h e  I n t e r m e d i a t e  a u x i l i a r i e s  w i l l  be b a r r i e r s  f o r  t h e  movement 
o f  t h e  NP John. The NP must be p e r m i t t e d  t o  c r o s s  a l l  t h e s e  
p r o j e c t i o n s  on i t s  way t o  t h e  Spec o f  I P  w i t h o u t  ever a d j o i n i n g ,  s i n c e  
a d j u n c t i o n  would i nduce  a v i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  c o n d i t i o n  on improper  
movement.25 Q u i t e  c l e a r l y ,  however, some p r o j e c t i o n  must coun t  as a 
b a r r i e r  t o  p r e v e n t  t h e  e x t r a c t i o n  o f  t h e  l ower  a u x i l i a r y  i n  ( 2 6 ) .  The 
ungramrna t i ca l i t y  o f  ( 2 6 )  w i l l  n a t u r a l l y  be accounted f o r  by t h e  ECP i f  
i t  i s  assumed t h a t  t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  o f  t h e  XO wh ich  c o n t a i n s  w i l l ,  
namely I N F L  under c u r r e n t  assumpt ions (see Emonds, Pc l l l ock ,  Chornsky, . 
and c h a p t e r  1 f o r  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ) ,  i s  a  M i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r  f o r  t h e  
movement o f  have i n t o  C, T h i s  suggests  t h a t  I N F L  1s n o t  a lways 
t r a n s p a r e n t  f o r  M i n i m a l i t y .  
I f ,  as shown by  ( 2 6 ) ,  t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  o f  I N F L  i s  n o t  d e f e c t i v e  f o r  
M i n i m a l i t y ,  t h e  n u l l  h y p o t h e s i s  i s  t o  c o n s i d e r  t h a t  I F  i s  n o t  
d e f e c t i v e  i n  any r e s p e c t .  Such an assumpt ion has beer made by a  number 
of  l i n q u i s t s ,  I n c l u d i n g  Fukui  and Speas, Frampton ( 1 9 8 9 ) ,  Lasn'ik and 
S a i t o  ( t o  appear ) ,  and Ambar ( 1 9 8 7 ) ,  among o t h e r s ,  and we w111 i n  t u r n  
2 5 .  Any a d j u n c t i o n  would be an i n s t a n c e  o f  improper  movement; c l a i m i n g  
t h a t  ( 2 6 )  i s  r u l e d  o u t  because t h e  NP has a d j o i n e d  would  a l s o  
i n c o r r e c t l y  e x c l u d e  a  sentence l i k e  ( i ) ,  where t h e  NP has 
presumably f o l l o w e d  t h e  same p a t h  as i n  ( 2 6 ) :  
( 1 )  Mary w i l l  have been a r r e s t e d  
adopt  i t .  We w i l l  f u r t h e r  assume t h a t  I P  1s n o t  L-marked by C ,  and i s  
t h u s  i n  most cases a  b a r r i e r .  
I n  Chomsky (1986) ,  I P ,  a l t h o u g h  never  an i n h e r e n t  b a r r i e r ,  i s  a  
b l o c k i n g  c a t e g o r y ,  and t h u s  c r u c i a l l y  cannot  be a d j s i n e d  t o .  A 
consequence o f  t h e  ban on I P - a d j u n c t i o n  i s  t h a t  any e lement  e x t r a c t e d  
f rom w i t h i n  an embedded I P  i s  f o r c e d  t o  l a n d  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP. T h i s  
i s  f o r c e d  by t h e  mechanism o f  i n h e r i t a n c e :  
( 2 7 )  T i s  a  b a r r i e r  i f f  ( a )  o r  ( b ) :  
a . r  immedia te ly  dominates 5 , 5  a  BC f o r  13 
b . ~  i s  a  BC f o r  B 
Cons ider  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t r u c t u r e :  
2 8 )  [ C P I  WH 1. . .  . V  . . [ c P ~  ti [ c l  t h a t  [IP NP V t z ]  1 ] ] ] 2 6  
By assumpt ion,  I P  i s  a  BC. S ince CP2 immed ia te l y  dominates i t ,  CP2 i s  
' a  b a r r i e r  by i n h e r i t a n c e  f o r  t 2 ,  d e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  i s  L-marked. 
Thus, u n l e s s  t h e  WH-element l ands  i n  t h e  Spec of  CP;!, a  b a r r i e r  w i l l  
be c rossed ,  l e a d i n g  t o  e i t h e r  a (weak) Subjacency or' ECP v i o l a t i o n .  We 
have assumed, c o n t r a r y  t o  Chomsky, t h a t  I P  i s  an o r d i n a r y  b a r r i e r  
wh ich can be a d j o i n e d  t o .  I f  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  I P  i s  p e r m i t t e d ,  t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  q u e s t i o n  a r i s e s :  w i l l  CP s t i l l  i n h e r i t  b a r r i e r h o o d  f rom I P  
a f t e r  a d j u n c t i o n ?  I f  n o t ,  movement t o  t h e  Spec o f  CF) w i l l  become 
unnecessary,  s i n c e  CP w i l l  n o t  be a b a r r i e r .  The answer t o  t h i s  
q u e s t i o n  depends on t h e  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  upper segment o f  an I P  
----------- 
26. We w i l l  i g n o r e  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  VP, s i n c e  i t  i s  i r v e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  
p r e s e n t  p o i n t .  
p r o j e c t i o n  c r e a t e d  by a d j u n c t i o n  f o r  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  af  b l o c k i n g  
c a t e g o r i e s .  L e t  us c o n s i d e r  Chornsky's d e f i n i t i o n  of  a BC. 
2 9 )  T i s  a  BC f o r  13 i f f  r i s  n o t  L-Marked and r dominates B .  
Dominat ion  1s d e f i n e d  as i n  ( 3 0 )  
3 0 )  a i s  dominated by 13 if i t  i s  dominated by eve ry  segment o f  13. 
Cond ider  an a d j u n c t i o n  s t r u c t u r e :  
Under Chomsky's d e f i n i t i o n ,  13 i s  dominated by  r b u t  a i s  n o t ,  s i n c e  
t h e r e  i s  a t  l e a s t  one segment o f  T wh ich  does n o t  d o n i n a t e  a. Assuming 
t h a t  T i s  a  BC, i t w i l l  be a  BC f o r  0 b u t  n o t  f o r  a. R e t u r n i n g  t o  t h e  
case under c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  we conc lude t h a t  a f t e r  a d j u n c t i o n ,  t h e  upper 
segment o f  I P  w i l l  no l o n g e r  be a  BC.  Consequent ly ,  i f  I P  i s  a r e g u l a r  
b a r r i e r  a l l o w i n g  a d j u n c t i o n ,  l a n d i n g  i n  t h e  Spec o f  an i n t e r m e d i a t e  
complement CP w i l l  never  be f o r c e d :  CP i s  n o t  a  b a r r i e r ,  s i n c e  i t  i s  
L-marked by  t h e  m a t r i x  VP and i t  does n o t  i n h e r i t  b a r r i e r h o o d  f r o m  I P .  
Movement w i l l  a lways be a b l e  t o  proceed up t o  t h e  n e x t  b a r r i e r  ( V P  o r  
I P ) .  Chcmsky ( 1 9 8 9 )  has argued f o r  t h e  re levance  t o  s y n t a c t i c  t h e o r y  
o f  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  Economy, wh ich  r u l e s  t h a t  t h e  s h o r t e s t  p o s s i b l e  
d e r i v a t i o n  wh ich  s a t i f i e s  a l l  U G  p r i n c i p l e s  i s  a lway~s t h e  o n l y  one 
p o s s t b l e .  I f  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  i s  c o r r e c t ,  we a r e  l e d  t c  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  
t h a t  l a n d m a  i n  t h e  Spec of  an embedded complement CP i s  i n  f a c t  
a lways i m p o s s i b l e :  i t  r e p r e s e n t s  an a d d i t i o n a l  unnecessary s t e p  i n  t h e  
d e r i v a t i o n ,  and s i n c e  t h e r e  i s  a s h o r t e r  d e r i v a t i o n  i t h i c h  v i o l a t e s  no 
UG p r i n c i p l e ,  l a n d i n g  i n  t h e  Spec o f  an i n t e r m e d i a t e  CP w i l l  be 
imposs ib le .  Hence, un less  some p r i n c i p l e  f o r c e s  l and ing  i n  t h e  Spec o f  
an embedded complement CP, we never expect i t t o  occur .  
Is t h i s  a  d e s i r a b l e  conc lus ion?  I t  appears t o  p r o v i d e  an immediate 
s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  f i r s t  two problems we mentioned a t  t h e  beg inn ing  o f  
t h i s  sec t i on .  C l e a r l y ,  if movement th rough  t h e  Spec o f  an embedded CP 
never occurs ,  t h e  na tu re  o f  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  w i t h  respect  t o  t h e  [ + H R ] / [ -  
HR] dichotomy w i l l  be e n t i r e l y  i r r e l e v a n t .  There fo re ,  n e i t h e r  t h e  
problem o f  improper movement f o r  i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e s  nor  t h e  problem 
o f  WCO r e p a i r  would ever  a r i s e .  Th i s  conc lus ion ,  however, r a i s e s  o t h e r  
problems. I t  i s  w e l l  known t h a t  many languages show o v e r t  e f f e c t s  o f  
successive c y c l i c  e x t r a c t i o n  on t h e i r  complementizers. Some languages 
show o b l i g a t o r y  complementizer agreement, f o r  i ns tance  I r i s h ,  Bantu, 
Palauan, e t c .  Other  languages have c o n s t r u c t i o n s  which seem t o  depend 
on t h e  presence o f  i n t e rmed ia te  t r aces  i n  CP, Th i s  i s  t h e  case f o r  
French s t y l i s t i c  i n v e r s i o n ,  as shown by Kayne and Po l l ock  ( 1 9 7 8 ) ,  and 
t o  some ex ten t  f o r  Spanish i n v e r s i o n ,  as shown by  Torrego.27 To 
account f o r  these va r i ous  phenomena, i t  appears necessary t o  assume 
t h a t  long-d is tance  e x t r a c t i o n  may a f f e c t  i n t e rmed ia te  complement izers.  
For t h i s  reason, we w i l l  assume t h a t  even i f  a WH-element has ad jo i ned  
t o  I P ,  t h e  upper segment o f  I P  w i l l  s t i l l  count as a  BC. I f  so, CP 
w i l l  i n h e r i t  ba r r i e rhood  from I P ,  and e i t h e r  l and ing  i n  t h e  Spec o f  
CP o r  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  CP w i l l  be necessary. 
----------- 
27.  See a l s o  Kayne, "ECP ex tens ions" ,  f o r  an argument t h a t  combien 
e x t r a c t i o n  must go th rough  t h e  Spec o f  CP. 
Concre te ly ,  t h i s  assumption i nvo l ves  a  s l i g h t  mod i f  
d e f i n i t i o n  o f  BC. We can s i m p l i f y - t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  
i c a t i o n  i n  the 
EX as follows: 
3 2 )  r i s  a BC f o r  (3 i f f  T does no t  exc lude 13 and T i s no t  L-Ma rked. 
Given ( 3 2 ) ,  any segment o f  a  non-L-marked maximal project.-lon w i l l  be a  
BC. I f  any BC i s  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  a  b a r r i e r  when i t i s  n o t  L-marked, i t  
w i l l  no longer  be p o s s i b l e  t o  escape a b a r r i e r  through ad junc t i on .  I n  
o rde r  t o  ma in ta i n  t h e  mechanism of a d j u n c t i o n  as a  means t o  escape 
f rom a b a r r i e r ,  we must acco rd i ng l y  r e d e f i n e  t h e  not ' ion o f  b a r r i e r  as 
f o l  lows: 
3 3 )  T i s  a  b a r r i e r  f o r  (3 i f f  ( a )  o r  ( b ) :  
a. r immediately dominates 5 , 5  a  BC f o r  0 
b .  T i s  a  BC f o r  13 and T dominates 13 
Th i s  ob ta i ns  t h e  d e s i r e d  r e s u l t .  Under t h e  d e f i n i t i o n s  i n  ( 3 2 )  and 
( 3 3 ) ,  CP w i l l  be a  b a r r i e r  by i n h e r i t a n c e  f rom any segment o f  I P ;  
a d j u n c t i o n  t o  I P  w i l l  have no e f f e c t  on i nhe r i t ance .  Consequently, 
movement i n t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP o r  ad- junct ion t o  CP w i l l  be f o r c e d  even 
f o r  a  t r a c e  ad jo ined  t o  I P ,  so as t o  avo id  c ross i ng  t h e  i n h e r i t e d  CP 
b a r r i e r .  Ad junc t i on  t o  CP w i l l  s a t i s f y  antecedent government o f  a 
t r a c e  ad jo ined  t o  I P ,  s ince  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  government as d e f i n e d  by 
Chomsky ( 1 9 8 6 )  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  exc lus ion :  
3 4 )  a governs 13 iff a m-commands (3 and t h e r e  i s  no r ,  r a b a r r i e r  
f o r  (3, such t h a t  r exc ludes a. 
Exc lus ion  1s de f i ned  as f o l l o w s :  
( 3 5 )  a excludes (3 i f  no segment o f  a dominates 13. 
Le t  us cons ider  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  ques t ion :  
I n  ( 3 6 ) ,  a i s  ad jo ined  t o  CP,  a i s  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP, and I3 i s  
ad jo i ned  t o  I P .  CP i s  a  b a r r i e r  by i n h e r i t a n c e  from I P .  However, s i nce  
CP does no t  exclude a, a  can antecedent-govern (3. S i m i l a r l y ,  CP does 
n o t  exclude a, s ince  a i s  dominated by CP1, a  segment o f  CP. 
Consequently, a can antecedent-govern 13. 
4.2.1.2 The ba r r i e rhood  o f  VP 
I n  recen t  d iscuss ions  o f  t h e  B a r r i e r s  framework, t h e  ques t i on  of  t h e  
ba r r i e rhood  o f  VP has a l s o  been c o n t r o v e r s i a l .  For i ns tance ,  Fukui  . 
and Speas (1986 )  have proposed t h a t  o n l y  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  can be 
b a r r i e r s .  Lasnik  and S a i t o  ( fo r thcoming)  have assumed t h a t  VP i s  n o t  a 
b a r r i e r .  Kayne (1987) has proposed t h a t  VP i s  L-mal-ked by INFL. 
F i n a l l y ,  R i z z i ' s  (1989) system o f  R e l a t i v i z e d  M in i r na l i t y  has as a 
consequence t h a t  VP does n o t  count as a M i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r  f o r  
movement o f  any XP. 
I n  Chapter 111 s e c t i o n  3.3.5.1,  we proposed a d e f i n i t i o n  o f  Dynamic 
M i n i m a l i t y  which e n t a i l s  t h a t  un less  t h e  V moves, VP i s  a  M i n i m a l i t y  
b a r r i e r ,  thus  p reven t i ng  e x t r a c t i o n  of an o b j e c t ,  b u t  c r u c i a l l y  no t  
t h e  movement o f  t h e  sub jec t  under [ + H R l  movement. A l though i n  our  view 
VP i s  a  ~ i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r ,  we w i l l  assume t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  o therw ise  a 
b a r r i e r :  t h i s  w i l l  e v e n t u a l l y  d e r i v e  f rom our  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  L-marking 
(see s e c t i o n  4 . 4 . 1 ) .  Given t he  VP- in terna l  hypothes is ,  t h i s  i n  f a c t  a  
necessary assumotion. Indeed, i f  VP were a b a r r i e r ,  t he  sub jec t  NP 
cou ld  no t  r a i s e  ou t  o f  i t  t o  move t o  t h e  Spec o f  AGR-S w i t h o u t  f i r s t  
a d j o i n i n g  t o  V? .  But ad junc t i on  would lead t o  improper movement and 
p rec lude  t h e  movement o f  any VP- in terna l  sub jec t  t o  the  Spec of AGR-S, 
a most undes i r ab le  consequence. We t h e r e f o r e  assume t h a t  VP 1s no t  an 
i nhe ren t  b a r r i e r .  
4 . 2 . 2  What can be ad jo i ned  t o ?  Toward t h e  e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  the ban on 
CP a d j u n c t i o n  
Another s t i p u l a t i o n  o f  t he  Barriers framework i s  t h a t  ad junc t i on  t o  CP 
i s  imposs ib le .  Chornsky ( f o l l o w i n g  a  suggest ion by K y l e  Johnson) 
suggests t h a t  t h e  ban on CP-adjunct ion f o l l o w s  f rom t h e  t he ta -  
c r i t e r i o n .  Under t h i s  v iew, ad junc t i on  t o  an argumen: v i o l a t e s  t h e  
s t r i c t  s i s t e rhood  requirement on t h e t a - r o l e  assignment. No tab ly ,  
however, i n  t h e  B a r r i e r s  system I t  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  i n  cases where t h e  
CP i s  a  d i r e c t  argument, namely i n  cases o f  ad j unc t  and s u b j e c t  
i s l a n d s ,  t h a t  t h e  ban on CP-adjunct ion i s  c r u c i a l l y  needed. 
Ad junc t ions  t o  adve rb i a l  CPs o r  t o  sub jec t  CPs must he f o rb i dden  t o  
p reven t  e x t r a c t i o n  ou t  o f  i s l ands .  Consider a  case of' e x t r a c t i o n  ou t  
of an ad junc t  f o r  i l l u s t r a t i o n ,  assuming t h e  s ~ ~ u c ~ u ~ X !  o f  ( 3 7 ) a .  i s  as 
i n  (37)b:Z8 
2 8 .  We d iscuss  the  s t r u c t u r e  o f  ad j unc t  c lauses i n  mere d e t a i l  i n  a 
1  a t e r  sec t i on .  
a. *How d i d  you buy t h i s  book be fo re  l e a v i n g  Part:; t 
b .  [ C P I  How d i d  [ I P I  you buy t h i s  book [ c p 2  before! [IPZ PRO l e a v i n g  
P a r i s  t ] ] ] ]  
Th i s  sentence i s  an ECP v i o l a t i o n ,  so t h e r e  must be a t  l e a s t  one 
b a r r i e r  i n t e r r u p t i n g  t h e  cha in  o f  antecedent government. We have 
assumed t h a t  VP i s  no t  a b a r r i e r .  Under our  view I P 2  i s  a  b a r r i e r ,  bu t  
i t  can  be escaped by ad junc t i on .  The adve rb i a l  CP2 i s  a  b a r r i e r  by 
i n h e r i t a n c e  f rom I P 2 .  Now, if CP2 cou ld  be ad jo i ned  t o ,  t hen  c l e a r l y  
t h e r e  would be no b a r r i e r s  between a  t r a c e  ad jo i ned  t o  CP2 and t h e  
antecedent i n  t h e  h i ghe r  CPI. The ban on adve rb i a l  CP-adjunct ion i s  
thus  c r u c i a l  t o  c r e a t e  a t  l e a s t  one b a r r i e r  i n  these cases. 
There i s  no p a r t i c u l a r  reason, however, why a d j u n c t i o n  t o  a r e g u l a r  
complement CP should  be forb idden.  Consider a  case o f  ad j unc t  
e x t r a c t i o n  f rom an embedded i n t e r r o g a t i v e  sentence: 
( 3 8 )  How d i d  you t h i n k  t h a t  Mary would f i x  t h e  c a r  
As we saw above, a l though  CP i s  L-marked by t h e  m a t r i x  V ,  i t  w i l l  be a  
b a r r i e r  by i n h e r i t a n c e  from IP.  I n  p r i n c i p l e ,  t h e r e  a re  two ways t h a t  
t h e  ba r r i e rhood  of  CP can be e l im ina ted :  t h e  e x t r a c t e d  ad junc t  e i t h e r  
lands i n  t he  Spec o f  CP o r  s imp ly  a d j o i n s  t o  CP. I n  cases such as 
( 3 8 ) ,  i f  t h e  ban on CP-adjunct ion were t o  be e l i m i n a t e d ,  no problem 
would a r i s e ,  as i t  it s imp ly  redundant.  Note t h a t  i f  addjunction t o  CP 
were g e n e r a l l y  p e r m i t t e d , w e w o u l d  have a more e l egan t  t heo ry ,  
a l l o w i n g  a d j u n c t i o n  i n  a l l  cases, and t h e  problems which occur  i n  our  
t heo ry  i f  long-d is tance  WH-extraction i nvo l ves  movement th rough  t h e  
Spec o f  CP, namely NP movement and WCO r e p a i r  ( c f  s e c t i o n  4 .1 .2 .2) ,  
would be e l im ina ted .  I n  t h e  r e s t  o f  t h i s  s e c t i o n  and i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
s e c t i o n  we w i l l  prop9se f u r t h e r  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  t o  t h e  Barriers 
framework which w i l l  a l l ow  us bo th  t o  s i m p l i f y  t h e  t heo ry  o f  t h e  ECP 
and t o  e l i m i n a t e  t h e  ban on CP-adjunction. 
The f i r s t  case we d iscuss  i s  t h e  t h a t  o f  WH-islands. Consider a s imple 
example: 
( 3 9 ) *  How do you wonder what t o  f i x  
I n  t h e  B a r r i e r s  framework, t h e  assumed s t r u c t u r e  o f  ( 3 9 )  i s  t h e  
f o l l o w i n g :  
Two assumptions a re  c r u c i a l  t o  an account o f  WH-islands: 1 )  t h a t  t h e  
Spec o f  CP i s  occupied by t h e  f i r s t  WH-phrase what so t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  
CP i s  unava i l ab l e  f o r  t n e  successive c y c l i c  movement o f  t h e  ad junc t ,  
and 2 )  t h a t  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  CP i s  banned. These assumptions have as a 
ccnseauence t h a t  t h e  movement o f  t h e  ad junc t  w i l l  have t o  c ross  CP2, 
which i s  a b a r r i e r  by i n h e r i t a n c e  f rom I P .  There i s  ev idence,  however, 
which suggests t h a t  t h e  f i r s t  assumption i s  n o t  c l e a r l y  r e l e v a n t  t o  an 
account o f  WH-islands. Consider t h e  f o l l o w i n g  example f rom French: 
(41 
*Comment t e  demandes-tu s i  Jean va &pare r  l a  v o i t u r e .  
How do you wonder i f  Jean w i l l  f i x  t h e  car .  
L i k e  (401,  ( 41 )  i s  an ECP v i o l a t i o n ,  bu t  i n  t h i s  case t h e r e  1s c l e a r  
evidence t h a t  s i  does n o t  occupy t h e  Spec o f  CP, b u t  r a t h e r  t h e  head 
o f  C.  Evidence f o r  t h e  s t a t u s  o f  sf  as t h e  head o f  a complementizer 
phrase comes f rom t h e  f a c t  t h a t  s7, l i k e  Eng l i sh  i f ,  preven ts  t h e  
movement of t h e  ve rb  t o  C .  I f  s i ,  l i k e  o t h e r  WH-elements, occur red  i n  
t h e  Spec of CP, i t s  complementary d i s t r i b u t i o n  w i t h  verbs i n  C would 
remain unexplained. ( 4 2 )  g i ves  t h e  paradigm showing t h e  complementary 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  between 57 and a ve rb  i n  C and t h e  absence o f  
complementary d i s t r i b u t i o n  between a ve rb  i n  C and o t h e r  WH-phrases: 
4 2  1 
a.Si t u  ava i s  f a i t  ce que 1'on t e  demandais 
I f  you had done what you were asked 
b .Aura is - tu  f a i t  ce que l ' o n  t e  demandais 
Had you done what you were asked 
c.* S i  a u r a i s - t u  f a i t  ce que 1 'on  t e  dernandais 
t I f  had you done what you were asked 
d. Pourquoi as- tu  f a i t  ce que T o n  t e  demandais 
Why have you done what you were asked 
L e t  us now r e t u r n  t o  example ( 4 1 ) ,  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  which i s  g iven  i n  
( 4 3 1 :  
(43)  [ c p i  Cornmentk t e  demandes-tu [ C P ~  t ' k  [ c -  s i  [ Jean a repare l a  
v o i t u r e  t k ] ] ] ]  
Note t h a t  i n  t h i s  case, t he  Spec o f  CP2 1s f r e e  f o r  t h e  ad junc t  t o  
move i n t o .  Consequently, t h e  movement o f  t h e  ad junc t  does n o t  have t o  
c ross  CP, and no b a r r i e r s  a re  crossed. Examples l i k e  ( 4 1 )  suggest 
t h a t  assumpt ion 1  above i s  i n s u f f i c i e n t  t o  account  f o r  c e r t a i n  cases 
of  WH-islands. 
An a l t e r n a t i v e  account  o f  t h e  u n g r a m m a t i c a l i t y  o f  e x t r a c t i o n  o u t  o f  
WH-islands has been proposed by Obenauer (1984 GLOW) and r e c e n t l y  
r e f o r m u l a t e d  and expanded by  R i z z i  (1989) .  The b a s i c  i d e a  o f  t h e  
Obenauer-Rizzi  p roposa l  i s  t h a t  i n  a g i v e n  c h a i n  C = (a1 . . . . .  a n ) ,  
antecedent  government cannot  o b t a i n  i f  an element s1 :m i la r  t o  t h e  head 
o f  t h e  c h a i n  i n t e r v e n e s  i n  some p o s i t i o n  between t h e  head and t h e  f o o t  
o f  c h a i n  C .  Cons ider  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  ( 4 4 ) :  
I n  ( 4 4 ) ,  A cannot  govern  C i f  t h e r e  i s  a c l o s e r  p o t e n t i a l  gove rno r  B 
f o r  C.  R i z z ~  ( 1 9 8 9 )  proposes g e n e r a l i z i n g  t h i s  c o n s t r a i n t  t o  account  
f o r  a  number o f  v i o l a t i o n s  s t a n d a r d l y  regarded as E d 3  v i o l a t i o n s .  He 
c a l l s  r h i s  g e n e r a l i z e d  c o n s t r a i n t  R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y ,  wh ich  i s  
d e f i n e d  as f o l l o w s :  
( 4 5 )  X a-governs Y i f f  t h e r e  i s  no Z such t h a t  
i )  Z i s  a p o t e n t i a l  a -governor  f o r  Y and 
( i i )  Z c-commands Y and does n o t  c-command X 
The n o t i o n  o f  p o t e n t i a l  governor  i s  d e f i n e d  as f o l l o w s :  
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Z i s  a  p o t e n t i a l  an tecedent -governor  f o r  Y i f  e i t h e r :  
1)-  i n  an A-chain:  Z i s  an A - s p e c i f i e r  c-commanding Y 
2 ) -  i n  an A ' - c h a i n :  Z i s  an A ' - s p e c i f i e r  c-commarding Y 
3 ) -  i n  an XO-chain: Z 1s a head c-commanding Y 
R i z z i  conceives o f  R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y  as a c o n s t r a i n t  on 
antecedent government i n  a general  t heo ry  o f  ECP which r e q u i r e s  empty 
c a t e g o r i e s  t o  be bo th  antecedent-governed and head-governed. For t h e  
sake o f  completeness, we repeat  h i s  d e f i n i t i o n s  here.  The ECP i s  
d e f i n e d  as f o l l o w s :  
( 4 7 )  a [ -  pronominal ]  ec must be 
( 1 )  p r o p e r l y  head-governed 
i i )  antecedent-governed 
Antecedent government i s  de f i ned  as i n  ( 4 8 )  and proper  head government 
(48)  a antecedent-governs 13 i f f  
(1 )  a and 13 are  n o n - d i s t i n c t  
1 1 )  a c-commands (3 
1 1 1 )  no b a r r i e r s  i n t e r vene  
i v )  R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y  i s  s a t i s f i e d  
(49) a p r o p e r l y  head governs 13 i f f  
a i s  an XO and [3 i s  w i t h i n  t h e  f i r s t  p r o j e c t i o n  
immediate ly  dominat ing a. 
The case which concerns t h e  present  d i scuss ion  i s  c o n d i t i o n  3 i n  
d e f i n i t i o n  ( 4 6 ) .  Under t h e  s tandard v iew t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  an A ' -  
s p e c i f i e r ,  t h i s  c o n d i t i o n  accounts s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  f o r  t h e  c l a s s i c  
cases o f  WH-islands. To see t h i s ,  l e t  us cons ider  ( 50 ) :  
(50)  a.*How do you wonder which problem Mary cou ld  so lve?  b . [ cp i  Howk 
do [ I P I  you wonder [ C P ~  which problemi [ I P Z  Mary cou ld  so l ve  t i  t k ] ] ] ]  
Under R i z z i ' s  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y  g iven  i n  ( 4 5 )  and 'I' 
(46) above, t h e  WH-constituent which problem i n  t h e  Spec o f  t h e  
i n t e rmed ia te  CP ac t s  as a p o t e n t i a l  governor f o r  t h e  t r a c e  of t h e  
e x t r a c t e d  ad junc t .  Consequently, antecedent government w i l l  f a i l .  The 
number o f  b a r r i e r s  i n t e r v e n i n g  between t h e  e x t r a c t e d  argument and i t s  
antecedent i s  'i r r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  f a i  l u r e  o f  antecedent government i n  
t h i s  case. Note, moreover, t h a t  under t h i s  v iew t h e  ban on CP- 
ad junc t i on ,  assumption 2 above, becomes e n t i r e l y  i r r e l e v a n t .  Even i f  
we were t o  assume t h a t  t h e  ad junc t  WH-element has ad jo i ned  t o  t h e  
i n t e rmed ia te  CP on i t s  way up, t h e  WH-element i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP would 
s t i l l  be a c l o s e r  p o t e n t i a l  governor f o r  t h e  t r a c e  ad jo i ned  t o  IP .  As 
a r e s u l t ,  antecedent government would n o t  ob ta i n .  C l lsar ly ,  i n  t h i s  
case t h e  ban on CP-adjunct ion 1s super f luous .  
A l though R i z z i ' s  proposal  accounts i n  an e legan t  f ash ion  f o r  t h e  
c l a s s i c  cases o f  WH-islands, i t  f a i l s  t o  account f o r  (41 )  because 57 
i s  no t  an A ' - s p e c i f i e r ,  b u t  a head. Desp i te  t h i s  t e c h n i c a l  d i f f i c u l t y ,  
t h e r e  i s  an i n t u i t i v e  sense i n  which t h e  Obenauer-Rizzi hypo thes is  
seems c o r r e c t .  To account f o r  t h e  ungrammat ica l i t y  o f  ( 3 9 )  and ( 4 1 ) ,  
and t o  make t h e  c o n d i t i o n  compat ib le  w i t h  ou r  model, i n  which t h e  A / A '  
d i s t i n c t i o n  has been abandoned, we propose t o  r e fo rmu la te  t h e  RM 
c o n d i t i o n  p e r t i n e n t  t o  A ' -cha ins so as t o  avo id  t h e  problem o f  R i z z i ' s  
d e f i n i t i o n :  
( 5 1 )  OPERATO!? O p z ~ l t y ~  (0-0) 
I n  a [-HR] cha in ,  a antecedent-governs (3 i f f  t h e r e  i s  no 5 ,  5 an 
OPERATOR, such t n a t  5 c-commands 13. 
We d e f i n e  OPERATOR as f o l l o w s :  
5 2 )  
a 1s an OPERATOR i f f  
( 1 )  a i s  a  l e x i c a l  ope ra to r  and 
(11)  a i s  i n  a  [-HR] p o s i t i o n  
A p r e c i s i o n  i s  necessary t o  c l a r i f y  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  ou r  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  
t h e  c o n s t r a i n t .  I n  Chapter I1  we def ined [ + W I  p o s i t i o n s  as f o l l o w s :  
(53)  
a i s  a  Head-Related ( [+HRl )  p o s i t i o n  i f f  a i s  a s i s t e r  t o  X O  o r  t o  X ' ,  
i . e . ,  i f f  a 1s a  s p e c i f i e r  o r  a  complement i n  t h e  K 1 - t h e o r e t i c  sense. 
[-HR] p o s i t i o n s  are any o t h e r  p o s i t i o n s .  Note t h a t  accord ing  t o  our  
d e f i n i t i o n  i n  ( 5 3 ) ,  a Head i s  no t  d e f i n e d  as a  [+HI?] p o s i t i o n .  I t  1s 
thus  by  d e f a u l t  a  [-HR] p o s i t i o n . 2 9  From t h i s  i t  f o l l o w s  t h a t  t h e  
ungrarnmat ica l i ty  o f  ( 4 1 )  w i l l  be c o r r e c t l y  accounted f o r :  s i  i s  a  
l e x i c a l  ope ra to r  which i s  t h e  head o f  CPl and thus  i n  a [-HR] 
p o s i t i o n .  Consequently, OPERATOR Opaci ty  w i l l  be invoked, and t h e  
t r a c e  o f  t he  ad junc t  w i l l  f a i l  t o  be antecedent-governed. 
To summarize: The B a r r i e r s  approach t o  WH-islands r e l i e s  on two 
hypotheses: 1 )  t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  f i l l e d  and t h e r e f o r e  cannot 
serve as an escape ha tch  f o r  the movement o f  a second WH-element, and 
2 )  t h a t  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  CP i s  forb idden.  We have argued t h a t  cases o f  
t h e  t ype  i n  ( 4 1 )  suggest t h a t  these hypotheses a re  i n s u f f i c i e n t .  
Fo l l ow ing  Obenauer (1.984) and R i z z i  ( 1 9 8 9 ) ,  we have opted f o r  an 
----------- 
29. The idea t h a t  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  heads i s  d i s t i n c t  f rom t h a t  o f  
s p e c i f i e r s  and complements was suggested by Chomsky (1989,  c l a s s  
no tes ) .  
a l t e r n a t i v e  account o f  WH-islands i n v o l v i n g  t h e  c o n d i t i o n  on Operator 
opac i t y .  F i n a l l y ,  we have noted t h a t  g iven t h i s  independent ly  
mo t i va ted  approach,30 t he  ban on CP-adjunct ion becoir~es superf luous. 
Be fo re  we leave t h e  t o p i c  o f  WH-islands, we need t o  r a i s e  a f i n a l  
ques t ion .  I f ,  as we suggest,  WH-extraction i nvo l ves  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  CP 
b o t h  i n  m a t r i x  sentences and i n  long-d is tance  e x t r a c t i o n s ,  i t  f o l l o w s  
t h a t  i n  an embedded i n t e r r o g a t i v e  t he  WH-phrase w i l l  a l s o  be ad jo i ned  
t o  CP. Thus, t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  an embedded i n t e r r o g a t i v e  i s  t h e  
f o l l o w i n g :  
(54) 
a.Je me demande comment Jean va repare r  l a  v o i t u r e  
I wonder how Jean w i l l  f i x  t h e  ca r  
b.Je me demande [ C P  comment [ C P  <> [ IP Jean v a  r 6pa re r  l a  v o i t u r e ] ] ]  
We assume t h a t  t h e  head o f  CP con ta i ns  a 0 moroheme which s a t i s f i e s  
t h e  requirement f o r  t h e  semantic s e l e c t i o n  of a  ques t i on  by t h e  m a t r i x  
ve rb ,  and t h a t  t he  WH-phrase must be ad jo i ned  t o  t h e  category  
c o n t a i n i n g  t h e  Q morpheme. Note t h a t  t h i s  assumption c rea tes  no 
problems f o r  our  proposed account o f  WH-islands. Consider again  a 
s tandard example o f  a  WH-island: i n  our  view (55)a.  has t h e  s t r u c t u r e  
i n  ( 55 )b . :  
2 .  Comment t e  demandes-tu quel  probleme r6soudre 
b.  [ C P  Commentk t e  demandes t u  [ c p  t i k  [ C P  que l  prob16me[cp 4> [ t z k  [IP 
PRO resoudre t i  t 3 k l l ] ] : ) ] }  
----------- 
30.  See Obenauer ( 1 9 8 4  and f o l l o w i n g )  and Rizzi(1989) f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  
arguments i n  suppor t  o f  t h i s  approach. 
The assumption t h a t  t h e  f i r s t  WH-phrase i s  adjoineci t o  CP i ns tead  o f  
o c c u r r i n g  i n  t h e  Spec o f  C ?  does no t  ma t te r  f o r  t he  Operator Opac i ty  
cond i t i on .  S ince t h e  OPERATOR what i n te rvenes  between t h e  t r a c e  o f  t he  
ad junc t  t i k  ad jo ined  t o  CP and t h e  t r a c e  o f  t he  ad junc t  t 2 k  ad jo ined  
t o  I ? ,  t 2 k  w i l l  n o t  be p r o p e r l y  antecedent-governed, which leads t o  an 
ECP v i o l a t i o n .  
One ques t i on  which remains i s  why i t  i s  never p o s s i b l e  f o r  two WH- 
phrases t o  occur s imul taneously  ad jo ined  t o  CP. Consider t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
cases: 
( 5 6 )  
a.xJe me demande q u i  comment Jean a  rencontre.  
I wonder who how Jean has met 
b .? (? )  Qui t e  demandes-tu comment Jean a  rencon t r6  
Who do you wonder how Jean met 
I n  bo th  (56)a.  and (56)b . ,  t h e  Operator Opac i ty  c o n d i t i o n  1s v i o l a t e d .  
But g iven  t h a t  t h e  second e x t r a c t i o n  i s  t h a t  o f  an argument, we expect 
(56)a. t o  lead  t o  a mere Subjacency v i o l a t i o n ,  as does ( 5 6 ) b . ; i n  f a c t ,  
however, i t i s  much worse. To account f o r  t h i s  added ungramrnat ica l i ty ,  
we borrow an idea f rom Kayne (1984 ) .  Kayne proposes t h a t  i n  m u l t i p l e  
ques t ions  such 
o f  an opera to r  
v a r i a b l e .  I n  h  
absorp t ion  ( i n  
poss ib l e .  Th i s  
as (57 ) ,  t h e  f i r s  
, w h i l e  t h e  second 
i s  view, t h i s  i s  a  
t h e  sense o f  Higg 
c o n d i t i o n  i s  met 
( 5 7 )  I know what you pu t  where 
WH-position must be i n  t h e  p o s i t i o n  
must be i n  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  a  
necessary c o n d i t i o n  f o r  opera to r  
nbotharn and May (1981) )  t o  be 
n  (57) :  
I n  a sentence such as (56), however, a l though t h e  f i r s t  WH-position 1s 
I 
indeed i n  an opera to r  p o s i t i o n ,  t h e  second WH-phrase i s  n o t  i n  the  1 
! 
p o s i t i o n  o f  a v a r i a b l e ,  i f ,  as i s  s t a n d a r d l y  assumed v a r i a b l e s  must 
o c c u r  i n  A - p o s i t i o n s ,  [ t H R - ]  p o s i t i o n s  i n  o u r  v iew. Thus, a complex 
o p e r a t o r  cannot  be formed a t  t h e  r e l e v a n t  l e v e l  o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
(presumably L F ) ,  and t h e  sentence i s  r u l e d  o u t .  (56)b .  d i f f e r s  f rom 
i '56)a. i n  t h a t  t h e  WH-phrases do n o t  "compete" f o r a t h e  same scope 
p o s i t i o n .  Qu1 has m a t r i x  scope, comment embbedded scope. T h i s  i s  t h u s  
n o t  a case o f  m u l t i p l e  q u e s t i o n s  such as ( 5 7 ) ,  where b o t h  WH-phrases 
have scope o v e r  t h e  m a t r i x  sentence.  T h i s  comple tes  o u r  account  o f  WH- 
i s l a n d  e x t r a c t i o n s .  I n  a l l  cases we have shown t h a t  g i v e n  t h e  Opera to r  
O p a c i t y  c o n d i t i o n ,  WH-island v i o l a t i o n s  can be accounted ' f o r  w i t h o u t  
assuming e i t h e r  t h a t  WH-phrases must occu r  i n  o r  pass t h r o u g h  t h e  Spec 
o f  CP o r  t h a t  CP-ad junc t i on  1s  r u l e d  o u t .  
G iven t h a t  t h e  ban on CP-ad junct ion  i s  now i r r e l e v a n t  t o  an account  o f  
WH-island v i o l a t i o n s ,  we a r e  l e d  t o  an i n t e r e s t i n g  c o n c l u s i o n :  we 
observe t h a t  t h e  ban on CP-ad junct ion  appears t o  be redundant  i n  
e x a c t l y  t h e  cases where CP i s  an argument,  namely WH--islands and 
e x t r a c t i o n s  o u t  o f  o r d i n a r y  s e n t e n t  
t h e  ban on CP-ad junct ion  appears t o  
i s  m o t i v a t e d  under t h e  t h e t a - c r i t e r  
e l i m i n a t e  t h e  redundancy,  a p l a u s i b  
a1 complements. l:n o t h e r  words,  
be redundant  i n  t h e  cases where i t  
on i n  t h e  Bar r ie r ' s  f ramework.  To 
e a l t e r n a t i v e ,  wh ich  we w i l l  n o t ,  
however, adop t ,  would be t o  r e f o r m u l a t e  t h e  ban on CP-ad junct ion  as 
f o l l o w s :  
( 5 8 )  * [ C P  t [CP i f f  CP i s  n o t  a complement 
T h i s  would o b t a i n  t h e  r i g h t  r e s u l t s  and adequa te l y  ban e x t r a c t i o n s  o u t  
o f  s u b j e c t  i s l a n d s  and a d j u n c t  i s l a n d s .  ( 5 8 )  i s ,  however, a p u r e l y  
d e s c r i p t i v e  statement which l acks  i n t u i t i v e  m o t i v a t i o n  and which does 
n o t  d e r i v e  f rom o t h e r  p r i n c i p l e s . 3 1  Fu r t he r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  suggests 
t h a t  t h e  ban on CP-adjunct ion m igh t  a l s o  be e l i m i n a t e d  i n  cases o f  
a d ~ u n c t  i s l a n d s  and s u b j e c t  i s l a n d s .  We w i l l  cons ider  each o f  these 
cases i n  t u r n  i n  t h e  nex t  s e c t i o n .  F i n a l l y ,  we t u r n  t o  a  l a s t  case of 
i s l a n d s  which we have so f a r  no t  mentioned: Complex NP i s l a n d s .  We 
w i l l  argue t h a t  i n  each o f  these cases, t h e  ban on CP-adjunct ion can 
be e l im ina ted .  As a  consequence, i t  w i l l  be poss ib "e  t o  conceive o f  
WH-movement as g e n e r a l l y  i n v o l v i n g  an f r ee  a d j u n c t " o n  t o  any category  
i n c l u d i n g  CP. 
4.2.2.2 Adjunct i s l a n d s  
Fo l l ow ing  p rev i ous  work by Obenauer, R i zz i ( 1989 )  argues t h a t  c e r t a i n  
t ypes  o f  adverbs induce i s l a n d  e f f e c t s .  
( 5 9  1 
*Comment as- tu  beaucoup r e s o l u  de problemes? 
How have you many so lved o f  problems 
How have you so lved  many problems? 
31.  The ban on CP-adjunct ion f o r  ad junc t  i s l a n d s  cou ld  p o s s i b l y  be 
mot i va ted  a s  p a r t  o f  a  general  ban on "double  a d j u n c t i o n " .  I t  i s  
known t h a t  i n  Eng l i sh  o v e r t  double a d j u n c t i o n  t o  I P  i s  g e n e r a l l y  
imposs ib le .  
( 1 )  *I t h i n k  t h a t  t o  John, t h i s  book I w i l l  g i ve .  
We cou ld  e x p l o i t  t h e  ad jo ined  s t a t u s  o f  adjunc' t  c lauses t o  ban 
f u r t h e r  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  t h e i r  CP. T h i s  m o t i v a t i o n ,  however 
p l a u s i b l e ,  does n o t  extend t o  sub jec t  i s l ands .  We w i l l  t hus  no t  
adopt i t  . 
(60) 
Wornbien as- tu  beaucoup consu l t e  de l i v r e s ?  
How many have you much consu l ted  o f  books 
How many books have you consu l ted  a l o t ?  
6 1  1
[CP Combien [IP t i  [IP as- tu  [ V P  beaucoup [ V P  consu l t 4  
[ N P  t 2  de 1 i v r e s ] l ] l ] l  
I n  R i z z i ' s  v iew, t h e  q u a n t i f i c a t i o n a l  adverb beaucoup occurs  i n  t h e  
Spec o f  VP and i s  thus  a  p o t e n t i a l  A ' -b inder  f o r  t h e  t r a c e  o f  t h e  
e x t r a c t e d  WH-element combien. Al though no b a r r i e r s  a re  crossed by t h e  
WH-movement, R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y  o r ,  i n  our  v iew, Operator  Opaci ty ,  
i s  v i o l a t e d .  Consequently, t 2  i s  no t  antecedent-governed by ti and an 
ECP v i o l a t i o n  occurs .  
Extending t h i s  hypo thes is  s l i g h t l y ,  we propose t h a t  t h e  adve rb i a l  i n  
t h e  CP o f  an ad junc t  c lause  ( o r  a l t e r n a t i v e l y  an ope ra to r  i n  CP l i n k e d  
t o  t h i s  a d v e r b i a l 3 * )  counts as  an OPERATOR and thus  ss a  p o t e n t i a l  
antecedent-governor f o r  WH-extractions ou t  o f  adve rb i a l  ad j unc t  
c lauses.  I f  so, even i f  addjunction t o  CP i s  a l lowed,  antecedent 
government w i l l  no t  be met i n  these cases e i t h e r .  Consider t he  
f o l l o w i n g  case: 
( 6 2 )  *How d i d  John leave P a r i s  be fo re  Pe te r  f i x e d  t h e  ca r  
6 3 )  [ C P  How [ d i d  [IP ti [IP John [ V P  [ V P  leave P a r ~ s l  [ C P  t 2  [ C P  
be fo re  [IP t 3  [IP Peter  f i x e d  t h e  ca r  t 4 1 ] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  
3 2 .  C f .  Larson ( 1 9 8 7 )  MITWPL f o r  t h e  proposal  t h a t  c e r t a i n  a v e r b i a l  
ad j unc t s  have an ope ra to r  -in t h e  s p e c i f i e r  o f  t h e - i r  CP p r o j e c t i o n .  
C f .  a l s o  Hega r t y ' s  ( 1 9 8 9 )  genera ls  paper,  
The adverb before i n te rvenes  between t 2  and t 3  and 
governor f o r  t 3  Consequently, Operator  O p a c i t i t y  w 
be i ng  p r o p e r l y  antecedent-governed; hence a  v i o l a t  
i s  t hus  a c l o s e r  
111 p reven t  t 3  f rom 
i o n  o f  t h e  ECP 
r e s u l t s .  Here again,  as i n  t h e  case o f  WH-island v i o l a t i o n s ,  t h e  
presence o f  t z ,  t h e  t r a c e  ad jo i ned  t o  CP, does n o t  ma t t e r .  T h i s  , 
ex tens ion  o f  t h e  Obenauer-Rizzi a n a l y s i s ,  which i s  d i r e c t l y  ' in keeping 
w i t h  t h e  i n t u i t i v e  i dea  o f  Re 
a l l o w s  us t o  e l i m i n a t e  almost 
a d j u n c t i o n  w i t h o u t  l o s i n g  t h e  
account o f  i s l a n d  v i o l a t i o n s .  
l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y  c r  Operator  Opac 
comple te ly  t h e  s t i p u l a t e d  ban on CP- 
co re  of t h e  in tended  e f f e c t s ,  namely 
There i s ,  however, a  r e s i d u a l  case, namely t h e  case o f  e x t r a c t i o n s  o u t  
o f  sub jec t  i s l a n d s ,  t o  which we now t u r n .  
4.2 .2 .3  Subject Islands 
To account f o r  cases o f  ECP v i o l a t i o n s  induced by e x t r a c t i o n s  o u t  o f  
s u b j e c t  i s l a n d s  w i t h o u t  making use o f  t h e  ban on CP-,adjunct ion,  we 
cou ld  adopt a  sugges t ion  made by Frampton (1989) .  Frampton proposes 
t h a t  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  any ca tegory  i s  g e n e r a l l y  cons t ra i ned  by t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  p r i n c i p l e :  
( 6 4 )  Head Government Cond i t i on  Ad junc t ion :  
A WH-element can o n l y  be ad jo i ned  t o  a  maximal p r o j e c t i o n  XP f rom a  
p o s i t i o n  which i s  c a n o n i c a l l y  governed by t h e  head o f  XP. (Frampton 
(19891, P. 6 )  
Th i s  c o n d i t i o n  c r u c i a l l y  bars  a d ~ u n c t i o n  t o  I P  when t h e  e x t r a c t e d  
element comes f rom a l e f t  branch, I t  thus  bars  a d j u r c t l o n  t o  I P  i n  
cases o f  e x t r a c t i o n  f rom a sub jec t  c lause. Consider a  t y p i c a l  example 
o f  e x t r a c t i o n  ou t  o f  a  sub jec t  c lause:  
6 5 )  
a.*How d i d  t h a t  John f i x e d  t h e  car  annoy Mary 
b. [ c p l  How d i d  [ I P I  [ c p z  t i  [ C P ~  t h a t  [ I P Z  John f i x e d  t h e  c a r  
t 2 1 1  . ... . . I l l  
( 6 5 ) b .  g i ves  a d e r i v a t i o n  i n  which a d j u n c t i o n  t o  CP has occurred.  
Assuming ( 6 4 1 ,  t i ,  t h e  t r a c e  ad jo ined  t o  CP2, w i l l  bls separated from 
i t s  antecedent how by one b a r r i e r ,  namely IP1,  even i f  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  
CP i s  a l lowed.  Th is  1s s u f f i c i e n t  t o  induce an ECP v i o l a t i o n  and t o  
account f o r  t h e  ungrammat ica l i t y  o f  ( 6 5 ) .  We have shown t h a t  t h e  
s t i p u l a t e d  ban on CP-adjunct ion can be e l i m i n a t e d  i n  t h e  case o f  
s u b ~ e c t  i s l ands ,  p rov i ded  we adopt Frampton's cond i t , ; on  on ad junc t i on  
Note, however, t h a t  Frampton's c o n d i t i o n  on a d j u n c t i o n  bears a  
s t r i k i n g  resemblance t o  another  assumption o f  R i z z i ' s  ( 1 9 8 9 )  proposed 
t heo ry  o f  t he  ECP. Reca l l  t h a t  R i z z i  assumes a c o n j u n c t i v e  statement 
o f  t h e  ECP r e q u i r i n g  bo th  antecedent government and proper  head 
qovernment t o  be s a t i s f i e d .  We reqeat  R i z z i ' s  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP 
h e r e  f o r  convenience, as w e l l  as h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  proper  head 
government : 
A [ -pronominal ]  ec must be 
( 1 antecedent-governed 
1 1 )  p r o p e r l y  head-governed 
( 6 7 )  Proper head government: 
a p r o p e r l y  head-governs (3 i f f  a i s  an X O  end (3 i s  w i t h i n  
t h e  f i r s t  p r o j e c t i o n  immediately dominat ing a .  
Frampton's c o n d i t i o n  on a d ~ u n c t l o n  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e s  
be governed by t h e  head o f  t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  t o  which they  a d j o i n .  Th i s  
requirement ho lds  most o f  t h e  t ime  except ,  c r u c i a l l y ,  i n  t h e  case o f  a  
t r a c e  moving f rom a sub jec t  p o s i t i o n ,  s i nce  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  i s  
n o t  c a n o n i c a l l y  governed. Frampton's c o n d i t i o n  s t r o n g l y  r e c a l l s  
R i z z i ' s  statement o f  p roper  head government, which a l lows  ad junc t  and 
complement t r a c e s ,  bu t  no t  sub jec t  t r a c e s  i n  t h e  Spec o f  I P ,  t o  be 
p r o p e r l y  head-governed.33 Suppose we were t o  extend t he  c o n j u n c t i v e  
statement o f  t h e  ECP t o  a l l  i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e s . 3 4  :[t i s  q u i t e  c l e a r ,  
g i ven  R i z z i ' s  f o rmu la t i on  of proper  head government, t h a t  a  t r a c e  
which i s  w i t h i n  a  category  i n  t h e  Spec o f  I P  (and which i s  i t s e l f  no t  
p r o p e r l y  head-governed) w i l l  never be p r o p e r l y  head-governed by I ,  
----------- 
33. Complement t r a c e s  w i l l  be p r o p e r l y  head-governed by V .  Ad junc t  
t r a c e s  w i l l  be p r o p e r l y  head-governed by any f u n c t i o n a l  head 
dominat ing VP, namely AGR-0, T ,  o r  AGR-S, depending on t h e i r  
a d j u n c t i o n  s i t e .  
34. I n  f a c t ,  i f  we i n t e r p r e t  R i z z i ' s  f o rmu la t i on  o f  t h e  ECP 
l i t e r a l l y ,  i t  should  n a t u r a l l y  app ly  t o  i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e s ,  s i nce  
these  a r e  c l e a r l y  non-pronominal ecs.  But R i z z i  never e x p l o i t s  t h e  
f a i l u r e  o f  head government f o r  any o t h e r  t r a c e  than t h e  t r a c e  o f  a  
sub jec t  t o  account f o r  t h e  t ha t - t r ace  e f f e c t .  
s i n c e  i t  i s  n o t  w i t h i n  t h e  f i r s t  p r o j e c t i o n  c o n t a i n i n g  I, namely 1'. 
Cons ider  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  u n d e r  d i s c u s s i o n :  
A t r a c e  e i t h e r  i n c l u d e d  i n  T o r  a d j o i n e d  t o  T i s  n o t  w i t h i n  t h e  f i r s t  
p r o j e c t i o n  c o n t a i n i n g  I, namely I', and consequen t l y  i t  w i l l  n o t  be 
p r o p e r l y  head-governed by I. Moreover,  such a  t r a c e  w i l l  n o t  be 
p r o p e r l y  head-governed b y  C ,  s i n c e  I P  i s  a  b a r r i e r  f o r  a n y t h i n g  
i n c l u d e d  i n  i t s  p r o j e c t i o n .  
T h i s  c o n c l u s i o n  s u f f i c e s  t o  o b t a i n  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  Frarnpton's c o n d i t i o n  
on a d j u n c t i o n  a t  no a d d i t i o n a l  c o s t  and w i t h o u t  t h e  assumpt ion  t h a t  
a d j u n c t i o n  t o  I P  1s r e s t r i c t e d .  Suppose t h a t  i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  ( 6 8 )  
t h e r e  i s  an a d d i t i o n a l  t r a c e  a d j o i n e d  t o  I P .  T h i s  w i ' 1 1  have no e f f e c t  
on t h e  s t a t u s  o f  e x t r a c t i o n s  o f  t h e  t y p e  i n  ( 6 8 ) :  a l t h o u g h  antecedent  
government o f  a  t r a c e  w i t h i n  t h e  Spec o f  I P  w i l l  o b t a i n ,  head 
government w i l l  n o t .  Thus, t h e  ECP w i l l  n o t  be s a t i s i ' i e d .  
We t n u s  propose t h a t  head government as we1 1 as antecedent  government 
must be met by  a11 i n t e r m e d i a t e  t r a c e s  f o r  t h e  ECP t o  be s a t i s f i e d .  
L e t  us c a l l  t h i s  p rooosa l  t h e  G e n e r a l i z e d  Head Government Requirement:  
( 6 9 )  G e n e r a l i z e d  He& Government Requirement (GHGRI 
~ l l  [ -p ronomina l ]  ecs ,  i n c l u d i n g  i n t e r m e d i a t e  t r a c e s ,  must be p r o p e r l y  
head-governed. 
Le t  us cons ider  more c l o s e l y  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  proper  hsad government as 
de f i ned  by  R i z z i  ( 1 9 8 9 ) :  
( 7 0 )  a p r o p e r l y  head-governs f3, a an X o ,  iff 
( 1 )  a head-governs f3 and 
1 1 )  I3 1s con ta ined  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p r o j e c t i o n  domina t ing  a 
R i z z i  d e f i n e s  head government as f o l l o w s :  
( 7 1 )  a head-governs I3 i f f  
1 )  a 6 { A,N,P,V,Agr,T} 
i i )  a m-commands 13 
(111) no b a r r i e r s  i n t e r vene  
i v ) .  R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y  1s respected 
I n  R i z z i ' s  framework, CO i s  excluded f rom t h e  s e t  o f  head-governors 
e s s e n t i a l l y  t o  p reven t  a  s u b j e c t  f rom be ing  head-governed by a  
complementizer. T h i s  i s  a t  t h e  co re  o f  h i s  proposal  t o  account f o r  t h e  
t ha t - t r ace  e f f e c t .  I n  R i z z i ' s  v iew, t h e  t h a t - t  e f f e c t  r e s u l t s  n o t  f rom 
t h e  f a i l u r e  o f  antecedent government, b u t  f rom t h e  f a i l u r e  o f  head 
government. Consider the c l a s s i c  example i n  ( 7 2 )  
( 7 2 )  Who do YOU t h i n k  [ t ' i  t h a t  [ t i  l e f t ? ] ]  
I n  R i z z i ' s  v iew, t h a t  1s no t  a  p o t e n t i a l  head-governor f o r  t i ,  by 
assumption. Moreover, s i nce  ti i s  i n  t h e  Spec o f  IP ,  i t  i s  no t  w i t h i n  
t h e  f i r s t  p r o j e c t i o n  of I. I t  can t hus  no t  be head-governed by I. 
Consequently, ti i s  n o t  head-governed a t  a1 1, and t h e  ECP i s  v i o l a t e d .  
We r e t u r n  t o  a  more ex tens i ve  d i scuss ion  o f  t he  t ha t - t r ace  e f f e c t  i n  
s e c t i o n  4.4.1.  For t h e  moment, l e t  us cons ider  t h e  a f f e c t s  o f  R i z z i ' s  
d e f i n i t i o n  w i t h i n  t h e  system we have adopted  so f a r .  I n  s e c t i o n  
4 .2 .1 .1 ,  we argued t h a t  I P  i s  n o t  a  d e f e c t i v e  category  and t h a t  It 1s 
a b a r r i e r  because i t  i s  no t  L-marked by C O a 3 5  Given t h i s  hypo thes is ,  d 
we do no t  need t o  exc lude CO f rom t h e  range o f  head-governors. Given 
R i z z i ' s  d e f i n i t i o n ,  no X0 i s  ab le  t o  p r o p e r l y  head-govern across a 
b a r r i e r .  Consequently, i n  our  system, even i f  CO i s  a head-governor, 
t h e  sub jec t  t r a c e  i n  t he  Spec o f  I P  w i l l  no t  be a b l e  t o  be p r o p e r l y  
head-governed across t h e  I P  b a r r i e r .  
Given t h e  GHGR,  i t  i s  i n  f a c t  c r u c i a l  t o  our  view t o  assume t h a t  C O  i s  
a head-governor. Under our  p roposa l ,  every  i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e  must be 
p r o p e r l y  head-governed. Consider t h e  case o f  a t r a c e  ad jo ined  t o  IP. 
The s t r u c t u r e  i s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  
I f  CO i s  no t  a head-governor, an IP -ad jo ined  t r a c e  w i  11 no t  be 
p r o p e r l y  head-governed and w i l l  t hus  lead  t o  an ECP ( o r  Subjacency) 
v i o l a t i o n .  I f ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, CO 1s a head-governor, an IP- 
ad jo i ned  t r a c e  w i l l  be p r o p e r l y  head-governed, s i nce  1 )  i t  i s  
con ta ined  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p r o j e c t i o n  c o n t a i n i n g  C O ,  namely C ' ,  and 2 )  no 
b a r r i e r  separates t h i s  t r a c e  from t h e  head-governor C O ,  s i nce  t h e  
upper segment o f  I P  i s  no t  a b a r r i e r .  I n  our  v iew, Ccl 1s no t  a 
d e f i c i e n t  head-governor; i t  s imply  d i f f e r s  f rom o t h e r  f u n c t i o n a l  heads 
i n  t h a t  i t  does no t  L-mark t he  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  i t  dominates, 
namely I P . 3 ' j  We w i l l  argue i n  s e c t i o n  4.4.1 t h a t  agreement t u r n s  CQ 
----------- 
3 5 .  I n  o the r  words, i n  our  view an XO can be a head-governor w i t h o u t  
be ing  an L-marker. We w i l l  d i scuss  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  L-marking i n  
s e c t i o n  4 .4 .  I 
3 6 .  See s e c t i o n  4 . 4  f o r  a d i scuss ion  o f  L-marking. We assume 
f o l l o w i n g  d e f i n i t i o n :  a f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  L-marks on 
t h e  
Y under 
i n t o  an L-marker. Since i n  our  view CO i s  a  head-governor, we can 
s i m p l i f y  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  head government i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  way: 
( 7 4 )  a head-governs 13 i f f  
(1 )  a 1s an XO 
i i )  a m-commands I3 
( 11 1 )  no b a r r i e r  in tervenes37 
As a consequence o f  t h i s  s i m p l i f i c a t i o n ,  any t r a c e  ad jo i ned  t o  I P  w i l l  
be p r o p e r l y  head-governed by C O .  Other  t r a c e s  ad jo i ned  t o  any 
p r o j e c t i o n  o f  XP w i t h i n  a c lause  w i l l  be p r o p e r l y  head-governed by t h e  
head o f  t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  YP which dominates t h e  p r o j e c t i o n s  XP they  a re  
ad jo i ned  t o .  The a b s t r a c t  s t r u c t u r e  1s t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  
7 5 1 . .  . [ Y P .  . Y .  . .  [ X P  t [ X P  ...]]I 
I n  o t h e r  words, head government w i l l  g e n e r a l l y  h o l d  f o r  i n t e rmed ia te  
ad jo i ned  t r a c e s  w i t h i n  a  c lause.  Note t h a t  head government o f  a  t r a c e  
i n  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  o f  a  p r o j e c t i o n  XP by a  head Y w i l " '  a l s o  be met if 
t h e  t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  XP i s  no t  a  b a r r i e r .  For instance!, t h e  i n t e rmed ia te  
t r a c e  o f  a  pass ive  NP i n  t he  Spec o f  AGR-0 w i l l  be p r o p e r l y  head- 
governed by T ,  s i n c e ,  as we have assumed, t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  o f  AGR-0 i s  
no t  a b a r r i e r .  Consider t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  ques t ion :  
----------- 
head agreement. A l e x i c a l  p r o j e c t i o n  L-marks under head 
government. L-marking o n l y  occurs  under s t r i c t  c-command. 
3 7 .  We have e l i m i n a t e d  t h e  R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y  requirement on head 
government i n  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n ,  f i r s t  because i t  i s  i r r e l e v a n t  t o  
t h e  p resen t  d i scuss ion ,  and second because i n  s e c t i o n  4 . 3 . 2  we 
w i l l  argue t h a t  R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y  i s  n o t  needed. 
( 7 6 )  
a. Les t a b l e s  se ron t  r epe in tes  
The t a b l e s  w i l l  be r epa in ted  
c .  [ A G R P - s  l e s  t a b l e s i  se ron t  v [ T P  tm'i t v  [ A G R - o  t ' i  [ r e p e i n t e s  t i 
- I 1 1 1  
I n  ( 7 6 ) ,  t " i  i n  t h e  Spec o f  TP i s  p r o p e r l y  head-governed by t h e  V i n  
AGR-S, t ' 7  i n  t h e  Spec of AGR-0 i s  p r o p e r l y  head-governed by t h e  t r a c e  
o f  T ,  and t i  i s  p r o p e r l y  head-governed by t h e  pas t  p a r t i c i p l e .  S ince 
no b a r r i e r  i n t e r venes ,  antecedent government i s  a l s o  met, so t h e  ECP 
i s  s a t i s f i e d  and t h e  sentence i s  c o r r e c t l y  p r e d i c t e d  t o  be 
g r a r n m a t i ~ a l . ~ ~  
Given d e f i n i t i o n s  ( 7 0 )  and ( 7 4 )  and t h e  assumption t ~ i a t  i n t e rmed ia te  
t r a c e s  need t o  meet b o t h  c lauses o f  t h e  ECP t o  be f u l l y  l i censed ,  we 
can now r e t u r n  t o  t h e  c e n t r a l  i s sue  o f  t h i s  sec t i on ,  which i s  t o  
account f o r  ECP v i o l a t i o n s  i n  e x t r a c t i o n s  o u t  o f  sub.ject sentences. 
L e t  us cons ider  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  o f  ( 6 5 1 ,  g i ven  i n  (78 ) :  
38. Note t h a t  t h e  GHGR suggest an exp lana t i on  f o r  why do-support i s  
needed i n  main c lause  i n t e r r o g a t i v e s .  To see t h i s ' ,  l e t  us cons ider  
a  s imp le  case o f  o b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n .  
( 7 7 )  What d i d  [ I P  t ' i  [IP John buy t i  ] I  
Since i n  our  view I P  i s  a  b a r r i e r ,  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  T ?  i s  necessary,  
l e a v i n g  t h e  t r a c e  t ' i  ad jo i ned  t o  I P .  Under t h e  GHGR, t ' i  needs t o  
be head-governed. Assume t h a t  a  Co which 1s no t  head-governed 
cannot i t s e l f  be a head-governor. Th is  w i l l  f o r c e  t h e  movement o f  
a  l e x i c a l  head t o  C t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  head government o f  t h e  t r a c e  
ad jo i ned  t o  I P .  I n  embedded sentences, Co i s  head-governed and 
se lec ted  by t h e  m a t r i x  verb,  so we can assume t h a t  i t  acqu i r es  
enough s t r e n g t h  t o  head-govern t h e  t ad jo i ned  t o  an embedded I P .  
Under Economy, because AUX t o  C i s  no t  needed, i t  w i l l  be 
imposs ib le .  I n  our  view, t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  AUX '.LO C f o l l o w s  
d i r e c t l y  f rom t h e  GHGR. 
[ c p i  How [ c -  d i d  [ I P I  ti [ I P I  [ c ?2  t 2  [ C P Z  t h a t  [IF'S John f i x e d  t h e  
c a r  t 3 l l J  . . . . . . ] ] I  I 
As we have assumed, t h e  WH-extracted a d j u n c t  i s  f r e e  t o  a d j o i n  
anywhere on i t s  way t o  CP1, I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  i t  i s  f r e e  t o  a d j o i n  t o  CP2 
and t o  I P 1 .  I f  i t  does n o t  a d j o i n  t o  e i t h e r  CP2 o r  I P l ,  t h e n  c l e a r l y  a  
b a r r i e r  w i l l  be c rossed,  s i n c e  n e i t h e r  CP2 n o r  I P 1  i s  L-marked, and 
t h e  sentence w i l l  be r u l e d  o u t .  If t h e  WH-element c . d j o i n s  t o  b o t h  CP2 
and I P 1 ,  as rep resen ted  above, t h e r e  a r e  a p p a r e n t l y  no b a r r i e r s  
c rossed.  Thus, an ECP v i o l a t i o n  w i l l  a r i s e ,  n o t  t h r o u g h  a  f a i l u r e  o f  
an tecedent  government, b u t  r a t h e r  t h r o u g h  a  f a i  1  u re  o f  p r o p e r  head 
government. Cons ider  t h e  t r a c e  t 2  a d j o i n e d  t o  CP2. T h i s  t r a c e  cannot  
be p r o p e r l y  head-governed by any head and consequen t l y  t h e  ECP i s  
v i o l a t e d .  Be ing a d j o i n e d  t o  CP2, i t  1s n o t  p r o p e r l y  governed b y  t h e  
head o f  CP2 because i t  i s  n o t  c o n t a i n e d  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p r o j e c t i o n  
d o m i n a t i n g  t h i s  head. Nex t .  i t  i s  n o t  p r o p e r l y  head-governed by 12 
because i t  i s  n o t  c o n t a i n e d  i n  I ' 2 , t h e  f i r s t  p r o j e c t i o n  immed ia te l y  
d o m i n a t i n g  12. F i n a l l y ,  i t  i s  n o t  p r o p e r l y  governed by C 1 ,  e i t h e r ,  
because I P 1  i s  a  b a r r i e r  f o r  t 2 .  Thus, t 2  v i o l a t e s  t h e  ECP t h r o u g h  a  
f a i l u r e  o f  head government. A d j u n c t i o n  t o  I P i  does n o t  h e l p ,  because 
i n  t h i s  case I P 1  i s  n o t  a b a r r i e r  f o r  an tecedent  government, b u t  a  
b a r r i e r  f o r  t h e  head government o f  t 2  by  CP1.39 
----------- 
39. T h i s  a n a l y s i s  may seem p r o b l e m a t i c  f o r  c o n t e x t s  i n  wh ich  t h e  
s u b j e c t  i s l a n d  i s  a p p a r e n t l y  head-governed, e.g. i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  
p o s i t i o n  o f  a  s m a l l  c l a u s e .  
( 1 )  ??Je  t r o u v e  [que Jean s o i t  venu] r b v o l t a n t  
I f i n d  [ t h a t  Jean has come] r e v o l t i n g  
*Comment t r o u v e s - t u  [t [que Jean s o i t  venu t ] ]  r e v o l t a n t  
How do you f i n d  [ t h a t  Jean has come] r e v o l t i n g  
As we have shown, t h e  requirement t h a t  i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e s  be bo th  
antecedent-governed and head-governed s u f f i c e s  t o  d e r i v e  the  e f f e c t s  
o f  Frampton's c o n d i t i o n  on a d j u n c t i o n  f o r  e x t r a c t i o n  f rom sub jec t s :  
a d j u n c t i o n  t o  CP does n o t  h e l p  t o  p reven t  a n  ECP v i o l a t i o n .  We thus  
conclude t h a t  w i t h  t h e  c o n j u n c t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP and t h e  GHGR, 
e x t r a c t i o n  from s u b j e c t  i s l a n d s  can be accounted f o r  w i t hou t  any 
recourse t o  t h e  ban on CP-adjunct ion.  Ad junc t i on  t o  CP can t hus  be 
f r e e l y  a l lowed w i t hou t  any unwanted consequences. 
4 . 2 . 2 . 4  CNP is lands 
Before  conc lud ing  t h i s  sec t i on ,  we need t o  cons ider  a f i n a l  case o f  
i s l a n d s ,  namely complex NP i s l a n d s .  There a re  two bas i c  cases o f  these 
i s l ands :  r e l a t i v e  c lause  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  and noun-complement 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  R e l a t i v e  c lause  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  a re  p a r a l l e l  t o  
e x t r a c t i o n s  o u t  o f  Wl-Mslands. Under s tandard assumptions, t he  
complementizer o f  a r e l a t i v e  c lause  c o n s t r u c t i o n  con ta ins  an opera to r ;  
t h i s  ope ra to r  w i l l  induce an Operator  O p a c i t y  v i o l a t i o n ,  j u s t  as i t  
----------- 
Here t h e  ad junc t  t r a c e  ad jo ined  t o  CP i s  s e e m i n g " ~  head-governed 
by  t h e  upper V .  We would argue, however, t h a t  t h ' s  i s  n o t  t h e  
case. KayneO has proposed t h a t  SCs a re  i n  f a c t  p r o j e c t i o n s  of an 
AGR phrase. A l though L-marked, t h e  maximal p r o j e c t i o n  o f  AGR i s  a  
b a r r i e r -  f o r  t h e  t r a c e  ad jo ined  t o  CP by  i nhe r i t a r i ce  f rom CP. 
Independent arguments t h a t  SCs a re  p r o j e c t i o n s  of a f u n c t i o n a l  
ca tegory  can be de r i ved  from Ruwet 's paper on a b s o l u t i v e  phrases 
of t he  t ype  Avec Jean pour  g u i d e ( " w i t h  Jean as a  gu ide" )  vs. Avec 
Jean ma 7 a d e ( " w i t h  Jean s i c k "  ) .  For reasons o f  t i r e  and space we do 
net develop these arguments i n  t h e  p resen t  t h e s i s ,  bu t  w i l ' l  do so 
i n  fo r thcoming  work. 
does i n  cases o f  e x t r a c t i o n  ou t  o f  WH-islands. As 'we argued above, t h e  
ban on a d j u n c t i o n  t o  CP i n  t h i s  case i s  super f luous .  S ince t h i s  case 
does no t  i n t r oduce  any new problems, we w i l l  no t  cons ider  i t  i n  
d e t a i  1. 
L e t  us t u r n  t o  noun-complement c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  Grimshaw ( f o r t hcom ing )  
has argued t h a t  i n  these c o n s t r u c t i o n s  t he  s e n t e n t i a l  complement i s  i n  
f a c t  no t  r e a l l y  a  complement o f  t h e  head noun. ~ l t h o u g h  she argues f o r  
t h i s  conc lus ion  on a  semantic l e v e l ,  such a  conc lus i on  can be 
r e i n t e r p r e t e d  s y n t a c t i c a l l y  as i n v o l v i n g  an a d j u n c t i o n  s t r u c t u r e  
r a t h e r  than  a  complementation s t r u c t u r e :  t he  embedded sentence i s  
ad jo i ned  t o  t h e  NP p r o j e c t i o n  c o n t a i n i n g  t he  head noun. We w i l l  adopt 
t h i s  p roposa l .40  The s t r u c t u r e  o f  sentences such as ( 7 9 )  i s  g i ven  i n  
( 8 0 ) .  
( 7 9 )  Mary conf i rmed t h e  rumor t h a t  John was go ing  t o  move 
( 8 0 )  Mary conf i rmed [ r ip  [ N P  t h e  r u m o r ] [ c ~  t h a t  [IP John was go ing t o  
move1 I I 
Le t  us now examine an e x t r a c t i o n  ou t  o f  t h i s  c o n s t r u c t i o n :  
(81j*How d i d  you examine t h e  rumor t h a t  John was go-ing t o  move 
40, C f ,  S towe l l  ( 1981 )  f o r  a comparable p roposa l .  A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  we 
cou ld  assume t h a t  a l though  t h e  embedded sentence! i s  a  complement 
o f  t h e  head noun, t h e  head noun i s  no t  a "proper-"  head-governor; 
t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  1s s i m i l a r  t o  a proposal  by Cir 'que, I f  N i s  no t  a  
proper  head-governor, we o b t a i n  t h e  r i g h t  r e s u l t s ,  as t h e  reader  
can e a s i l y  check: t r a c e s  ad jo ined  t o  CP w i l l  not be p r o p e r l y  head- 
governed. 
( 8 2 )  [ c p i  How [ d i d  L I P ,  t i [ i n  you examine [ u p  t z  [ . I P  [ N P  t h e  r q i o r ]  
[ C P Z  t 3  [ c p z  t h a t  [ i p s  t 4  [IPZ John was go ing  t o  movs t 5 1 1 1 1 1 ] ] 1 1 ]  
I n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  g i v e n  I n  ( 8 2 1 ,  we have assumed f r e e  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  a l l  
c a t e g o r i e s .  G iven such a d e r i v a t i o n ,  t h e  e x t r a c t i o n  of an a d j u n c t  does 
n o t  c r o s s  any b a r r i e r s ,  and antecedent  government i s  s a t i s f i e d .  t 4  
antecedent -governs  t 5 ,  and i s  i t s e l f  antecedent-governed by  t h e  t a  
a d j o i n e d  t o  t h e  NP, wh ich  i n  t u r n  i s  antecedent-governed by ti 
a d j o i n e d  t o  IP. Head government o f  each t r a c e  a l s o  h o l d s .  As we have 
assumed, t h e  o r i g i n a l  t r a c e  t 5  i s  head-governed by I i n  t h e  l ower  
c l a u s e ,  t 4  i s  head-governed by CO I n  C P 2 ,  t s  i s  head-governed by t h e  
We t h u s  wrong ly  m a t r i x  ve rb ,  and t i  i s  head-governed by t h e  m a t r i x  C c ) .  
p r e d i c t  t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  ( 8 1 )  shou ld  be grammatica.1. 
t h i s  l a s t  case w i t h o u t  g i v i n g  up t h e  i d e a  t h a t  a d j u n c t  
f r e e l y  a l l o w e d ,  we w i l l  adopt  t h e  i d e a ,  proposed by l ie 
( 1 9 8 6 ) ,  t h a t  a segment o f  a p r o j e c t i o n  can i n h e r i t  b a r  
b a r r i e r  t h a t  it dominates .  T h i s  p roposa l  i s  f o r m a l i z e d  
To account  f o r  
i o n  t o  CP i s  
1 l e t t i  and R i z z  
r i e r h o c d  f rom a 
as i n  ( 8 3 ) :  
T ,  a segment o f  an XP, i s  a b a r r i e r  f o r  (3 i f f  T dominates 6 ,  5 a non- 
L-marked BC wh ich  does n o t  exc lude  13. 
W i t n  t h i s  i n  mind,  l e t  us r e t u r n  t o  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  i r l  ( 8 2 ) .  Under 
( 3 3 ) ,  t h e  upper segment o f  t h e  NP w i l l  be a b a r r i e r  f o r  t 3  a d j o i n e d  t o  
CP?.  Indeed,  i t  dominates CP2, which i s  a b a r r i e r ,  s i n c e  i t  i s  n o t  L-  
marked by  t h e  NP rumor and i t  does n o t  exc lude  t 3 .  he c o u l d  assume, 
c o n t r a r y  t o  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  rep resen ted  i n  ( 8 2 ) ,  t h a t  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  NP 
i s  f o r b i d d e n .  T h i s  would be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  e x c l u d e  ( 8 2 1 ,  s i n c e  t h e  
t r a c e  t 3  would f a i l  t o  be antecedent-governed.  Bu t  t h e  s t i p u l a t i o n  
t h a t  NPs cannot  be a d j o i n e d  t o  goes a g a i n s t  t h e  s p i r i t  o f  t h e  t h e o r y  
we a r e  d e v e l o p i n g ,  i n  wh ich  a d j u n c t i o n  -is g e n e r a l l y  f r e e .  F o r t u n a t e l y ,  
we do n o t  need such a  s t i p u l a t i o n .  Our e x t e n s i o n  O F  t h e  head- 
government requ i remen t  t o  a l l  i n t e r m e d i a t e  t r a c e s ,  t h e  GHGR, w i l l  be 
s u f f i c i e n t  t o  p r o v i d e  an account  f o r  t h i s  case.  Cons ide r  t h e  t r a c e  t 3 .  
S i n c e  t h e  upper segment o f  t h e  NP i s  a b a r r i e r ,  head-government o f  t 3  
by  t h e  m a t r i x  v e r b  w i l l  n o t  o b t a i n .  A l though  t a  i s  w i t h i n  t h e  f i r s t  
p r o j e c t i o n  o f  t h e  VO examine, i t  i s  separa ted  f r o m  i t  by t h e  NP 
segment, wh ich  i s  a  b a r r i e r  under ( 8 3 ) .  Thus, p r o p e r  head-government 
o f  t 3  w i l l  f a i l ,  l e a d i n g  t o  an ECP v i o l a t i o n .  T h i s  accounts  f o r  t h e  
u n g r a m m a t i c a l i t y  o f  ( 8 1 ) .  
We conc lude  a g a i n  t h a t  t h e  ban on CP-ad junct ion  i s  n o t  needed i n  t h i s  
case,  p r o v i d e d  we adopt  t h e  p r o p o s a l  i n  ( 8 3 ) . 4 1 ~ 4 2  
41 .  The i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a d j u n c t  e x t r a c t i o n  o u t  o f  CNPs i s  accounted 
f o r  under M in ima l  i t y  i n  B a r r i e r s ,  Chomsky assuries, c o n t r a r y  t o  us,  
t h a t  CP i s  a  complement of  t h e  nominal  head rumors. As a  
consequence, t h e  nomina l  head w i l l  i nduce  a  M i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r  and 
a d j u n c t  e x t r a c t i o n  w i l l  be r u l e d  o u t .  T h i s  account  i s  c r u c i a l l y  
n o t  a v a i l a b l e  i n  an RM f ramework,  and i t  i s  i n  f a c t  u n c l e a r  i n  
R i z z i ' s  t h e o r y  what accounts  f o r  ECP v i o l a t i o n : ;  i n  e x t r a c t i o n  o u t  
o f  CNPC i s l a n d s .  
4 2 .  The account  we o f f e r  of CNPC v i o l a t i o n s  can be ex tended 
s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  t o  s e n t e n t i a l  a d j u n c t s  n o t  i n t r o d u c e d  by  an 
adverb ,  such as t h e  f o l l o w i n g  example c i t e d  i n  B a r r i e r s  p. 33:  
" i t ' s  t i m e  t o  f i x  t h e  c a r " .  
4.2.2.5 Conc lus ion  
I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  we have argued t h a t  t h e  s t i p u l a t i o n  t h a t  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  
CP i s  banned can be e l i m i n a t e d .  Four assumpt ions h a m  been c r u c i a l  t o  
t h i s  r e s u l t :  
1 )  t h e  Opera to r  O p a c i t y  c o n d i t i o n  
2 )  t h e  assumpt ion t h a t  t h e  ECP i n v o l v e s  a  c o n j u n c t i v e  f o r m u l a t i o n ,  
i . e . ,  an ec must meet b o t h  p roper  head government and an teceden t  
government and t h a t  t h i s  c o n j u n c t i v e  requ i remen t  maut be met by a l l  
i n t e r m e d i a t e  t r a c e s  ( G H G R )  
3 )  t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  t h e  upper segment o f  an a d j u n c t i o n  can i n h e r i t  
b a r r i e r h o o d  fo rm a  non-L-marked BC. 
We have shown t h a t  h y p o t h e s i s  1 can account  f o r  cases o f  WH-island 
v i o l a t i o n  wh ich  a r e  n o t  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  accounted f o r  e i t h e r  i n  t h e  
Barriers framework o r  i n  t h e  R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y  framework o f  R i z z i  
1 9 8 9 ) .  Hypo thes i s  43nas been argued f o r  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  by R i z z i  and 
B e l l e t t i  ( 1 9 8 6 )  t o  c a p t u r e  da ta  n o t  accounted f o r  i n  t h e  Barriers 
framework. Tnus,  each of  t h e  hypotheses we have made i s  i ndependen t l y  
m o t i v a t e d .  
To conc lude t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  we w i l l  rev iew  some e m p i r i c a l  ev idence  which 
shews t h a t  a comple te  ban on CP.-ad~unct ion i s  t o o  s t r o n g .  
Tc b e g i n  w i t h ,  as i s  w e l l  known, t h e r e  a r e  a number o f  languages,  f o r  
ins ta ,nce B u l g a r i a n ,  Romanian, Serbo-Croat ian ,  Czech, P o l i s h ,  H i n d i ,  
and Russ ian,  wh ich  a l l o w  a success ion  o f  o v e r t  WH-elements. 
( 8 4 )  
K o j  kogo v i z d a  ( B u l g a r i a n )  
who whom sees 
See Rud in  (1938)  and r e f e r e n c e s  c i t e d  t h e r e  f o r  arguments t h a t  i n  a t  
l e a s t  some o f  t h e s e  languages m u l t i p l e  WH-structures i n v o l v e  
a d j u n c t i o n  t o  CP. Moreover,  an i n t e r e s t i n g  example c i t e d  by  K o s t e r  
(1987) a l s o  suggests  t h a t  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  C P  shou ld  be p o s s i b l e  i n  Dutch 
a n o n - m u l t i p l e - q u e s t i o n  language) i r i  complement sen tences ,43  K o s t e r  
men t ions  t h a t  i n  c e r t a i n  d i a l e c t s  o f  Dutch up t o  t h r e e  e lements  a r e  
a l l o w e d  t o  cooccur  i n  CP 
( 8 5 )  
i k  wet n i e t  w i e i  o f  ( d a t )  t i h e t  gedaan h e e f t  
I know n o t  who i f  t h a t  i t  done has 
I do n o t  know who d i d  i t  
F u r t h e r  q u e s t i o n s  a r i s e  as t o  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e s s  t r i p l y - f i l l e d  
complement izers ;  s e v e r a l  p o s s i b l e  s t r u c t u r e s  come t a  mind.  A d j u n c t i o n  
c o u l d  be e i t h e r  t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP o r  t o  t h e  maximal p r o j e c t i o n  o f  CP. 
These t w o  o p t i o n s  a r e  rep resen ted  i n  ( 8 6 ) : 4 4  
( 8 6 )  a. CP b .  C P  
/ \ / \ 
w ie  CP Spec \ 
/ \ / \ c ' 
OD c' wie  OP / \ 
/ \ d a t  I P  
d a t  I P  
43.  Many thanks  t o  Dav id  Pesetsky  f o r  p o i n t i n g  o u t  t h i s  f a c t  and i t s  
re levance .  
44. An a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  (86)a .  and b. 1s  a doub le  CP s t r u c t u r e .  
An e x p l o r a t i o n  o f  t h e  d i v e r s e  p o s s i b l e  s t r u c t u r e s  o f  m u l t i p l y - f i l l e d  
complement izers  and o f  t h e i r  consequences on t h e  is lc indhood o f  v a r i o u s  
c o n s t i t u e n t s  i s  beyond t h e  scope of t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n .  The main  
purpose o f  t h i s  s e c t i o n  was t o  show t h a t  Chomsky's ban on a d j u n c t i o n  
t o  C? may be e l i m i n a t e d  f r o m  t h e  Barriers f ramework.  G iven t h i s  
p o s s i b i l i t y ,  WH-movement can now be ana lyzed  as g e n e r a l l y  i n v o l v i n g  
a d j u n c t i o n  t o  C ?  and n o t  movement t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP. As we w i l l  a rgue 
i n  t h e  n e x t  s e c t i o n ,  however, t h e r e  i s  a t  l e a s t  one case i n  wh ich ,  i n  
our- v i e w ,  movement t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  p o s s i b l e  and i n  f a c t  r e q u i r e d .  
T h i s  case i n v o l v e s  t h e  e x t r a c t i o n  o f  a  s u b j e c t .  B e f o r e  we t u r n  t o  t h e  
s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  cases,  however, we w i l l  d i s c u s s  i n  d e t a i l  t h e  
t h e o r y  o f  t h e  ECP we propose.  
4 . 3  Toward a d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP 
I n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  s e c t i o n s ,  we proposed a  number o f  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  t o  t h e  
Bar r ie rs  f ramework. The m o d i f  i c a t i o n s  we argued f o r  a r e  sumrnari zed 
below: 
1 )  WH movement i s  n o t  movement t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP,  b u t  i n v o l v e s  an 
a ~ u n c t ? o n  t o  C ? .  Thus,  WH-movement fo rms [ - H R ]  c h a i n s .  
2 )  There a r e  no d e f e c t i v e  c a t e g o r i e s  and  a d j u n c t i o n  - s  g e n e r a l l y  f r e e .  
a.We have argued t h a t  IP i s  a B C  and a b a r r i e r  when i t  i s  
n o t  L-markea. C o n t r a r y  t o  R ' i z z i ,  we have argued t h a t  
Co i s  a head-governor b u t  t h a t  i t  does n o t  L-me.rk I P .  
We have assumed a d d i t i o n a l l y  t h a t  CP a lways i n h e r i t s  
b a r r i e r h o o d  f r o m  IP, even a f t e r  a d j u n c t i o n .  
b.We have assumed t h a t  V P ,  a l t h o u g h  a  D - b a r r i e r ,  i s  n o t  an 
i n h e r e n t  b a r r i e r .  
c.We have abandoned t h e  ban on CP-ad junct ion  and argued t h a t  
a d j u n c t i o n  i s  g e n e r a l l y  f r e e .  
3 )  We have adopted a c o n ~ u n c t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP: 
ECP: a  [ -p ronomina l ]  ec must be 
( I )  p r o p e r l y  head-governed 
(11 )  antecedent -governed 
Antecedent government i s  d e f i n e d  as  - fo l lows:  
( 8 7 )  a antecedent -governs  13 i f f  
1 )  a c-commands (3 and 
1 1 )  no b a r r i e r s  i n t e r v e n e  
i i i )  Opera to r  O p a c i t y  i s  s a t i s f i e d  
We have so f a r ,  by and l a r g e ,  adopted R i z z i ' s  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  p r o p e r  
head government wh ich  we repea t  he re  f o r  conv ien ience :  
( 8 8 )  a head-governs I3 i f f  13 1s c o n t a i n e d  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p r o j e c t i o n  o f  a 
4 )  I n  Chapter  2 we proposed a d e f i n i t i o n  o f  Dynamic M i n i r n a l i t y  wh ich ,  
a l t h o u g h  i t  has no d i r e c t  e f f e c t  on [ -HFj  c h a i n s ,  i s  i n  o u r  v iew p a r t  
o f  t h e  ECP. 
A l though  t h e  system as i t  s tands  has a  r e l a t i v e  e legance and cove rs  a 
wide range o f  e m p i r i c a l  f a c t s ,  t h e r e  a r e  a  number o f  concep tua l  i s s u e s  
wh ich  s t i l l  need t o  be d i scussed .  
- F i r s t ,  we need t o  p r o v i d e  some m o t i v a t i o n  f o r  t h e  .assumptions we have 
made f o r  t h e  s t a t u s  of v a r i o u s  c a t e g o r i e s  as b a r r i e r s .  I n  o t h e r  words, 
we need t o  answer t h e  q u e s t i o n  why VP 1s n o t  an i n h e r e n t  b a r r i e r  and 
why I P  i s  n o t  L-marked by C and i s  t h u s  a  b a r r i e r .  The answer t o  t h i s  
q u e s t i o n  i n v o l v e s  a  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  " p r o p e r "  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  L=? 
mark ing.  We w i l l  postpone t h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  u n t i l  s e c t i o n  4 . 4 . ,  where we 
c o n s i d e r  t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n s .  
-Second, t h e  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  head government and antecedent  government 
i n  R i z z i ' s  approach i n v o l v e  a  s t r i k i n g  p a r a l l e l i s m ,  b u t  remain 
c r u c i a l l y  d i s t i n c t .  We w i l l  d i s c u s s  t h e  reasons f o r  1 ,h is  d i s t i n c t i o n  
i n  s e c t i o n  4 . 3 . 2  and propose a  r e v i s i o n  o f  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of  ECP i n  
wh ich  we w i l l  c o n s i d e r  t h e  requ i remen t  o f  head government as a  
c o n d i t i o n  on antecedent  government. 
o t h e r  t y p e s  o f  dependencies such as [ tHR] c h a i n s  
movement. One obv ious  reason 
M i n i r n a l i t y  w i t h  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  
i s  t h e  i n c o m p a t i b i l  
Dynamic M i n i r n a l i t y  
- T h i r d ,  t h e  t h e o r y  we have so f a r  adopted resembles i n  some aspec ts  
t h e  t h e o r y  proposed by R i z z i  ( 1 9 8 9 ) .  The Opera to r  O p a c i t y  c o n d i t i o n  we 
have proposed i s  s i m i l a r  t o  R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y  f o r  A ' -cha ins .  The 
q u e s t i o n  t h e n  a r i s e s  why we do n o t  s i m p l y  adopt  t h i s  approach f o r  
and Head-to-Head 
i t y  c ~ f  R e l a t i v i z e d  
we proposed i n  
Chapter  111 s e c t i o n  3 . 3 . 5 . 1 ,  b u t  t h e r e  a r e  a d d i t i o n a l  reasons why t h e  
R M  t h e o r y  appears i n  f a c t  t o o  s t r o n g .  We d i s c u s s  these  i ssues  i n  
s e c t i o n  4 . 3 . 2 .  
4.3.1 C-command and M-command 
R i z z i  ( 1 9 8 9 )  d e f i n e s  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  p r o p e r  head government i n  te rms of 
t h e  n o t i o n  o f  head qovernment. The main  d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  two 
i n v o l v e s  1 )  t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n  on t h e  s e t  of head-governors and 2 )  t h e  
n o t i o n  o f  c-command vs. m-command. Concerning t h e  f i r s t  d i f f e r e n c e ,  
we have argued t h a t  g i ven  t h e  GHGR ( a  n a t u r a l  and l o g i c a l  ex tens ion  o f  
t h e  c o n j u n c t i v e  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP) and t h e  assumption t h a t  I P  1s 
a b a r r i e r ,  t h e  s e t  o f  head-governors can be assumed t o  i n c l u d e  a l l  X O .  
W i th  respec t  t o  t h e  second d i f f e r e n c e ,  we observe t h a t  i n  R i z z i ' s  
t heo ry  o n l y  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  c-command i s  d i r e c t l y  r e l e v a n t  f o r  t h e  head 
government r e l a t i o n  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP. The n o t i o n  
o f  m-command, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, concerns t h e  head government r e l a t i o n  
i nvo l ved  i n  o t h e r  t ypes  o f  l i c e n s i n g  such as Theta-mark ing and Case- 
marking. ( I t  may a l s o  be r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  PRO, b u t  we 
w i l l  leave t h e  i ssue  o f  Con t ro l  as an open q u e ~ t i o r . ~ ~ )  The c- 
command/m-command d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  n o t i o n  o f  head government and 
p roper  head government i n  f a c t  r e f l e c t s  t h e  LGB d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
t h e  n o t i o n  o f  government and t h e  n o t i o n  o f  p roper  government. I t  t h u s  
poses t h e  ques t i on  of which if these two r e l a t i o n s ,  m-command o r  c- 
command, i s  r e l e v a n t  f o r  t h e  ECP. Th i s  i ssue  i s  pe rvas i ve  throughout  
t h e  ECP l i t e r a t u r e .  I n  what f o l l o w s ,  we w i l l  show t h a t  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  
m-command r a i s e s  problems f o r  most approaches t o  t h e  ECP. We t h u s  
propose t h a t  t h e  n o t i o n  r e l e v a n t  f o r  t h e  t heo ry  o f  ECP i s  t h e  n o t i o n  
o f  c-command . 
45. Note f i r s t  t h a t  even under a  s tandard v iew,  i f  t he  n o t i o n  o f  m- 
command i s  r e l e v a n t  t o  Con t ro l ,  i t  i s  unc lea r  why PRO should  be 
cons idered "ungoverned", s i nce  i t  i s  m-commanded, a t  l e a s t  i n  
Eng l i sh ,  by t h e  p repos i t on  t o ,  s tanda rd l y  assumed t o  occur  i n  t h e  
I n f l  node o f  i n f i n i t i v a l  sentences. I f ,  as argued by Pesetsky 
(19891, PRO must i n  f a c t  be assigned d a t i v e  Casd?, then  t h e  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  PRO f a l l s  under Case theory ,  as o r i g i n a l l y  
proposed by Rouveret and Vergnaud (1980),  I f  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  i t  
1s n a t u r a l  t h a t  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  m-command i s  t h e  one which 1s 
r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  l i c e n s i n g  o f  PRO. 
I n  t h e  LGB model ,  b o t h  Theta-mark ing  and Case-marking a r e  assumed t o  
o c c u r  under government by a head. S ince  t h e  s u b j e c t  i s  assumed t o  be 
b o t h  Case-marked and Theta-marked i n  t h e  Spec o f  INFL, t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  
head government must i n c l u d e  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between a head and i t s  
s p e c i f i e r  as w e l l  as t h e  r e l a t i o n  between a head and i t s  ~ o r n p l e m e n t . ~ ~  
However, Chomsky n o t e d  i n  LGB t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  head government 
r e l e v a n t  f o r  Case- and T h e t a - l i c e n s i n g  i s  t o o  p e r m i s s i v e  f o r  t h e  
p r o p e r  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP. T h i s  i s  why he proposes t o  d e f i n e  a 
more r e s t r i c t i v e  r e l a t i o n  o f  government r e l e v a n t  o n l y  t o  t h e  ECP, 
namely t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  p r o p e r  government. B r o a d l y  speak ing ,  we can see 
t h e  LGB d e f i n i t i o n  o f  p r o p e r  government as  e f f e c t i n g  a s p l i t  between 
s p e c i f i e r s  and complements: s p e c i f i e r s  must be antecedent -governed,  
w h i l e  complements must be head-governed. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  
r e l a t i o n  o f  head government necessa ry  f o r  Case- and T h e t a - l i c e n s i n g  
e s s e n t i a l l y  c o l l a p s e s  s p e c i f i e r s  and complements. 
Thus,  t h e r e  seems t o  be an i m p o r t a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  r e l a t i o n  
needed f o r  Theta-mark ing  and Case-marking and t h e  r e l a t i o n  needed f o r  
t h e  l i c e n s i n g  o f  a t r a c e  under  t h e  ECP. I n  o t h e r  words, t h e r e  seems t o  
be a t e n s i o n  between t h e  n o t i o n  o f  government r e l e v a n t  t o  Case- and 
T h e t a - l i c e n s i n g  and t h e  n o t i o n  o f  government re levan' :  t o  t h e  ECP.  I n  
R ' i c z i ' s  t h e o r y  t h i s  t e n s i o n  s t r i c l t y  co r responds  t o  ':he d i s t i n c t i o n  
between c-command and m-command i n  the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  head government.  
Ncte  t h a t  cr i- .c"1?1y f o r  R i a l ' s  v i e w ,  i t  i s  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  c-command 
4 6 .  N o t e  t h a t  t h i s  remains  t r u e  under t h e  V P - i n t e r n a l  s u b j e c t  
h y p o t h e s i s  
wh ich  i s  r e l e v a n t  f o r  an tecedent  government. Thus, i t  i s  apparen t  t h a t  
o n l y  t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  c-command i s  r e l e v a n t  i n  h i s  t h e o r y  o f  t h e  ECP. 
Another  fundamental  r e l a t i o n  o f  UG has been argued 5 y  Chomsky t o  
i n v o l v e  s o l e l y  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  c-command, namely t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  
anaphor i c -b ind ing .  To quo te  Chomsky ( 1 9 8 6 ) ,  p .  8 :  
( 8 9 )  
' a c-commands 13 i f f  a does n o t  dominate 13 and eve ry  T t h a t  dominates 
a dominates (3 
Where " c s  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  maximal p r o j e c t i o n s  ( f o l l o w i n g  Aoun and 
S p o r t i c h e  ( 1 9 8 3 ) ) ,  we w i l l  say t n a t  a m-commands l3. I t  seems t h a t  f o r  
t h e  b i n d i n g  t h e o r y ,  T s h o u l d  be t a k e n  t g  & b r a : i c h i n q  c a t e g o r y  
a l o n q  mg l i n e s  o f  R e i n h a r d t  ( 1 9 7 6 ) "  ( o u r  emphasis) 
I t  i s  q u i t e  c l e a r  t h a t  one does n o t  expec t  t o  f i n d  ,a s i t u a t i o n  i n  
wh ich ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  a  head can se rve  as an antecedent  f o r  an anaphor 
i n  t h e  Spec o f  i t s  p r o j e c t i o n ,  ( c o n c r e t e l y ,  a l l o w i n g  a  c l i t i c  wh ich  i s  
i n  a r e l a t i o n  o f  m-command w i t h  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  o f  a  p r o j e c t i o n  t o  
l i c e n s e  an anaphor i n  t h i s  s p e c i f i e r  p o s i t i o n ) . 4 7  
I n  r e c e n t  yea rs ,  t h e  b a s i c  c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP has e v o l v e d  
toward  p u t t i n g  more emphasis on t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  an tecedent  government, 
t h u s  making t h e  ECP more s i m i l a r  t o  anaphor i c  b i n d i n g .  It has been 
shown t h a t  t h e  s p l i t  between s p e c i f i e r s  and complements w i t h  r e s p e c t  
t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  " p r o p e r  government" i s  i n  f a c t  t o o  s t r o n g .  Kayne 
47. C f .  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  a c c e s s i b l e  SUBJECT i n  t h e  LGB d e f i n i t i o n  o f  
g o v e r n i n g  c a t e g o r y .  
1 9 8 1 )  showed t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  an tecedent  government must a l s o  
o b t a i n  f o r  complernents.4a Push ing s i m i  l a r  i d e a s  f u r t h e r ,  Aoun (1985) 
deve loped a  t h e o r y  wh ich  subsumes t h e  ECP under t h e  b roader  n o t i o n  of 
b i n d i n g  unders tood  as a  genera l  t h e o r y  o f  anaphora. I n  t h e  same v e i n ,  
Chomsky ( 1 9 8 6 )  suggested t h a t  t h e  essence o f  t h e  ECP was an teceden t  
government.  He deve loped a  t h e o r y  o f  anaphor i c  b i n d i n g  wh ich  i n v o l v e s  
movement o f  anaphors a t  LF and a t t e m p t s  t o  subsume anaphor i c  b i n d i n g  
under  t h e  ECP. The p r e v a l e n c e  o f  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  an teceden t  government 
i s  a l s o  p r e s e n t  i n  R i z z i ' s  (1989)  t h e o r y  o f  R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y ,  
The c o r e  n o t i o n  o f  R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y  i s  t h a t  an teceden t  
government cannot  o b t a i n  i f  a  p o t e n t i a l  b i n d e r  i n t e r v e n e s .  RM can be 
seen i n  a sense as an a t t e m p t  t o  ex tend  t h e  S p e c i f i e d  S u b j e c t  
C o n d i t i o n  (Chomsky ( 1 9 8 . . ) ) .  Note  t h a t  i f  t h e  assumpt ion  t h a t  t h e  c o r e  
o f  t h e  ECP i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  an teceden t  government i s  c o r r e c t ,  and we 
b e l i e v e  t h a t  i t  i s ,  one would expec t  t h a t ,  as w i t h  a n a ~ h o r i c  b i n d i n g ,  
t h e  r e l e v a n t  r e l a t i o n  f o r  t h e  ECP be t h a t  o f  c-command, n o t  m-command. 
D e s p i t e  t h e  concep tua l  move o f  p l a c i n g  emphasis on an teceden t  
gover'nment, t h e  n o t i o n  o f  head government has n o t  been e l i m i n a t e d  f r o m  
t h e  v a r i o u s  t h e o r i e s  o f  ECP. Thus, Kayne (1981)  argues t h a t  head 
government i s  a l s o  needed f o r  t h e  EC?. Head government i s  a l s o  p r e s e n t  
i n  Noun 's  t h e o r y  i n  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  Govern ing  Category .  B r o a d l y  
speak ing ,  t he  n o t i o n  o f  head government i s  a t  t h e  c o r e  o f  t h e  
d e f i n i t i o n  o f  M i n i m a l i t y  1 n  B a r r i e r s .  
----------- 
48. See " E C P  e x t e n s i o n s " .  I n  t h i s  paper  Kayne i n  f a c t  shows t h a t  t h e  
r e l a t i o n  o f  an teceden t  government and t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  l e x i c a l  
government must h o l d  s im~ i l ' caneous l y  f o r  complemei ts .  
I n  B a r r i e r s ,  w h i l e  t h e  r e l a t i o n  cons idered t o  be p e r t i n e n t  f o r  
government, and thus  a l s o  f o r  antecedent government, i s  m-command, ( a  
governs 13 i f  a rn-commands 13 and no b a r r i e r  f o r  13 exc ludes a ( B a r r i e r s .  
p. 8 8 ) ) .  t h e  r e l a t i o n  p e r t i n e n t  f o r  M i n i m a l i t y  appears t o  be r a t h e r  
t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  c-command (a l t hough  Chornsky a l s o  ment ions an 
a l t e r n a t i v e  p o s s i b i l i t y ,  t h e  M i n i m a l i t y  c o n d i t i o n :  " a  category  T i s  a  
b a r r i e r  f o r  13 i f  i t  i s  t h e  immediate p r o j e c t i o n  ( a l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  a 
p r o j e c t i o n  ) o f  a ze ro - leve l  category  5 n o t  equal t o  13."  ( B a r r i e r s  p. 
8 8 ) ) .  Here again ,  we can d e t e c t  t h e  dichotomy which i s  e x p l i c i t  i n  LGB 
between two d i f f e r e n t  n o t i o n s  of government. 
A l though Chomsky suggests t h a t  t h e  r e l e v a n t  d i s t i n c t i o n  f o r  anaphor ic  
b i n d i n g  i s  c-command, he assumes t h a t  t h e  r e l e v a n t  r e l a t i o n  f o r  
antecedent government i s  m-command. I t  i s  c l e a r ,  however, t h a t  as i n  
t h e  case o f  anaphor ic  b i nd ing ,  we do no t  expect a  head coindexed 
( th rough  agreement) w i t h  i t s  s p e c i f i e r  t o  be ab le  t o  serve as an 
antecedent-governor f o r  a  t r a c e  i n  t he  s p e c i f i e r .  Thus, f o r  i ns tance ,  
t h e  head o f  AGR-S cannot serve as an antecedent-governor f o r  t h e  
sub jec t  t r a c e ,  even though i t  rn-commands i t  and i t  i s  coindexed w i t h  
i t .  To account f o r  NP-movement i n  pass ive ,  Chomsky proposes t h a t  a  
coindexed head m2.y i n  f a c t  serve as an antecedent-governor f o r  a  t r a c e  
s e e  B a r r i e r s  p. 7 7 ) .  Given t h i s  hypo thes is  and t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of 
antecedent government i n  terms o f  m-compand, we expect AGR-S t o  be 
a b l e  t o  antecedent-govern a sub jec t  t r a c e .  Th i s  c l e a r l y  makes t h e  
wrong p r e d i c t i o n  w i t h  respec t  t o  t h e  t h a t - t  e f f e c t .  It thus  seems 
c l e a r  t h a t  even i n  t h e  B a r r i e r s  framework, t h e  r e l e v a n t  r e l a t i o n  f o r  
antecedent-government s h o u l d  be assumed t o  be c-command and n o t  m- 
command. 
I f  t h i s  1s c o r r e c t ,  t h e n ,  a  c l e a r  p i c t u r e  emerges f r o m  t h e  above 
d i s c u s s i o n .  There  a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  two t y p e s  o f  f o r m a l  r e l a t i o n s  which 
a r e  fundamenta l  i n  UG: c-command and m-command. Each o f  t h e s e  
r e l a t i o n s  seems t o  e n t e r  i n t o  f u n d a m e n t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  o f  
l i c e n s i n g .  M-command i s  r e l e v a n t  f o r  Case- and T h e t a - l i c e n s i n g  and c -  
command 1s r e l e v a n t  f o r  B I N D I N G  (unde rs tood  h e r e  as a g e n e r a l  n o t i o n  
o f  anaphora wh ich  i n c l u d e s  anaphor i c  b i n d i n g  and an teceden t  
government ) .  
A l t h o u g h  i t  seems c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  r e l e v a n t  f o r  an teceden t  
government s h o u l d  be c-command, t h e r e  remains a q u e s t i o n  about  head 
government.  As 1s apparen t  from R i z z i ' s  d e f i n i t i o n  of p r o p e r  head 
government and from Chomsky's d e f i n i t i o n  o f  M i n i m a l i t y ,  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  
head government r e l e v a n t  f o r  t h e  ECP i n v o l v e s  c-cornrndnd and t h e  n o t i o n  
o f  head government r e l e v a n t  f o r  Theta-mark ing  and Case-marking 
i n v o l v e s  m-command. I t  1 s s tanda rd1  y  assumed t h a t .  head government i s  
b u t  one c o n d i t i o n  on t h e  l i c e n s i n g  r e l a t i o n s  o f  Case-marking and 
Theta-mark ing .  Theta-mark ing ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  must a d d i t i o n a l l y  meet t h e  
c o n d i t i o n  o f  V i s i b i l i t y  (Chomsky ( 1 9 8 1 , ) ) .  A l o n g  t h e s e  l i n e s ,  we 
propose t h a t  t h e  head-government requ i remen t  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  ECP be 
co r i s i de red  as a c o n d i t i o n  a n t e c e d e ~ t  governme~nL, -1 tse1 f conce ived  
i n  te rms o f  c-command. W i t h  t n i s  i n  mind we can now s i m p l i f y  t h e  
d e f i n i t i o n  o f  ECP. 
ECP: ( f i n a l  v e r s i o n )  
-- 
a  [ - p r o n o m i n a l ]  ec must be ANTECEDENT-governed. 
ANTECEDENT gove rnment : 
a ANTECEDENT-governs 13 i f f  
( 1 )  a c-commands I3 
(11 )  I3 i s  c-commanded by 5 ,  5 = XO 
(111)  no b a r r i e r  i n t e r v e n e s  between a and (3 and between 5 and 13. 
i v )  Opera to r  O p a c i t y  i s  s a t i s f i e d .  
F o r  e x p o s i t o r y  convenience I w i l l  c o n t i n u e  t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  
an tecedent  government and head government s e p a r a t e l y  i n  t h e  s e c t i o n s  
t o  come, so as t o  d e t a i l  wh ich  p a r t  o f  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  ( 9 0 )  i s  a t  
s t a k e .  To a v o i d  t e r m ~ n o l o q i c a l  c o n f u s i o n ,  I w i l l  usti t h e  te rms a- 
government and h-government . 
4.3.2 R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i r n a l i t y  v s  Dynamic M i n i r n a l i t y  
As i s  apparen t ,  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP we propose bears  some 
s i m i l a r i t y  t o  R i z z i ' s  R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y  framework. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  
t h e  Opera to r  O p a c i t y  c o n d i t i o n  resembles R i z z i ' s  c o n d i t i o n  on A ' -  
c h a i n s .  The q u e s t i o n  a r i s e s ,  t hen ,  whether  we shou ld  use R e l a t i v i z e d  
M i n i m a l i t y  f o r  o t h e r  t y p e s  o f  c h a i n s ,  such as [+HR] c h a i n s  and Head- 
to-Head movement. I n  t h i s  s u b s e c t i o n  we w i l l  b r i e f l y  d i s c u s s  [+HR]  
c h a i n s  and t h e  n o t i o n  of R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y  a p p l i e d  t o  it. Then we 
t u r n  t o  a d i s c u s s i o n  o f  Head-to-Head movemement. We w i l l  conc lude  t h a t  
R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i r n a l i t y  i s  o f  no use f o r  t h e s e  two t y ~ ~ e s  o f  c h a i n s ,  
g i v e n  o u r  approach t o  t h e  ECP. 
L e t  us f i r s t  c o n s i d e r  [+HR] c h a i n s .  R i z z i  f o r m u l a t e s  t h e  c o n d i t i o n  i n  
t h e  te rms g i v e n  i n  ( 9 1 )  f = ( 4 3 )  i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  c h a p t e r ) :  
Z i s  a  p o t e n t i a l  an tecedent  f o r  Y i f :  
- i n  an A-cha in ,  Z i s  an A - s p e c i f i e r  c-commanding Y 
Transposed i n t o  o u r  model ,  t h e  c o n d i t i o n  would be r e f o r m u l a t e d  as 
f o l l o w s :  
9 2 1  
- i n  a  [+HR] c h a i n ,  Z 1s a [+HR] s p e c i f i e r  c-commanding Y 
L e t  us f i r s t  n o t e  t h a t  t h e  n o t i o n  of [+HR] s p e c i f i e r  i s  n o t  r e a l l y  
e x p r e s s i b l e  i n  o u r  te rms.  R e c a l l  t h a t  i n  o u r  v iew,  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  [+HR]  
p o s i t i o n s  cove rs  b o t h  s p e c i f i e r s  and complements i n  an X ' - t h e o r e t i c  
sense. I n  o t h e r  words,  we would need t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  a s p e c i a l  k i n d  o f  
p o s i t i o n  t o  be a b l e  t o  i n t e g r a t e  R i z z i ' s  p roposa l  i n t o  o u r  t h e o r e t i c a l  
model .  
Second, l e t  us c o n s i d e r  t h e  cases i n  wh ich  R i z z i  i nvokes  t h e  RM 
c o n d i t i o n  on A-chains.  The ma jo r  cases a r e  cases o f  s u p e r - r a i s i n g  such 
as t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  
( 9 3 )  *-'John, see rs  t h a t  i t  I s  i m p o r t a n t  t i  t o  l e a v e  
I n  R i z z i ' s  v iew,  t h e  u n g r a m m a t i c a l i t y  of t h i s  sentence 1s due t o  t h e  
f a c t  t h a t  t h e  e x p l e t i v e  pronoun i t ,  which i s  i n  an A - s p e c i f i e r ,  c- 
commands t h e  t r a c e  t i  o f  John. B u t ,  as aknowledged by  R i z z i ,  t h i s  
a n a l y s i s  does n o t  i n  f a c t  s u f f i c e  t o  account  f o r  t h e  s e v e r i t y  o f  t h e  
u n g r a m m a t i c a l i t y  o f  ( 9 3 ) .  To account  f o r  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between ECF 
v i o l a t i o n s  and Subjacency v i o l a t i o n s ,  R i z z i  proposes t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  
a d j u n c t s  and arguments i n  te rms o f  t h e i r  r e f e r e n t i a l  p r o p e r t i e s .  I n  
h i s  v iew,  a d j u n c t s  a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  n o n - r e f e r e n t i a l  ,,/bile arguments a r e  
r e f e r e n t i a l : 4 9  arguments bear  r e f e r e n t i a l  i n d i c e s ,  b u t  a d j u n c t s  do 
n o t .  T h i s  i m p l i e s  t h a t  a d j u n c t  c h a i n s  a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  s t r i c t  l o c a l i t y ,  
i . e . ,  no b a r r i e r s  can i n t e r v e n e  t o  separa te  any l i n k  f r o m  a n o t h e r .  In 
argument c h a i n s ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  antecedent  government does n o t  
o b t a i n ,  t h e r e  i s  an a l t e r n a t i v e  way o f  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e  r e l a t i o n ,  
namely b i n d i n g .  W i t h  t h i s  i n  mind,  let us r e t u r n  t o  t h e  example i n  
(93 ) .  (93 )  i n v o l v e s  t h e  movement o f  an argument. Thus, even though 
antecedent  government does n o t  o b t a i n  because o f  t h e  i n t e r v e n t i o n  o f  
t h e  A - s p e c i f i e r  c o n t a i n i n g  t h e  e x p l e t i v e  i t ,  b i n d i n g  o f  t h e  t r a c e  
s h o u l d  be p o s s i b l e .  As a  r e s u l t  ( 9 3 )  s h o u l d  o n l y  habe t h e  f o r c e  o f  a  
Subjacency v i o l a t i o n .  T h i s  i s  c l e a r l y  an i n c o r r e c t  p r e d i c t i o n .  To 
account  f o r  ( 9 3 ) ,  R i z z i  proposes an a d d i t i o n a l  c o n d i t i o n  on t h e t a -  
c h a i n s ,  b u t  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  t h i s  p roposa l  i s  i n  a  sense v i t i a t i n g  t h e  
f o r c e  o f  t h e  argument t h a t  A-chains a r e  s e n s i t i v e  t c  R e l a t i v i z e d  
M i n i m a l i t y .  I n d i r e c t l y ,  A-chains a r e  t h u s  shown t o  be i n s e n s i t i v e  t o  
R M .  For  t h i s  reason we do n o t  adopt  R i z z i ' s  p roposa l  and w i l l  account  
f o r  s u p e r - r a i s i n g  cases i n  a  d i f f e r e n t  way (see s e c t i o n  4 . 5 . 2 ) . 5 0  
----------- 
49 .  We d i s c u s s  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  and i t s  consequences i n  more d e t a i l  i n  
s e c t i o n  4 .7 .1 .1 .  
50 .  There a r e  a d d i t i o n a l  arguments a g a i n s t  R i z z i ' s  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  
R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y  f o r  [+HRl c h a i n s  wh ich  ccme f r o m  o u r  
a n a l y s i s  o f  s c r a m b l i n g  and o b j e c t  movement, I f  we a r e  c o r r e c t  i n  
a n a l y z i n g  t h e  movement o f  o b j e c t s  as movement t o  a  [+HRl p o s i t i o n ,  
under an PM a n a l y s i s ,  we would expec t  t h e  s u b j e c t  t o  be i n c a p a b l e  
The n e x t  case t o  c o n s i d e r  i s  t h e  case o f  Head-to-Head movement. 
A l though  i t  seems t h a t  R i z z i ' s  R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y  accounts 
c o r r e c t l y  f o r  t h e  Head-to-Head movement c o n s t r a i n t ,  i t  i s  q u i t e  c l e a r  
t h a t  t h i s  c o n s t r a i n t  i s  somewhat redundant w i t h  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  
Dynamic M i n i m a l i t y  we have proposed i n  Chapter I11 s e c t i o n  3,3.5,?. 
L e t  us c o n s i d e r  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n .  
( 9 4 )  T i s  a  M i n i m a l i t y  B a r r i e r  f o r  13 w i t h  respec t  t o  a i f f  
T i s  a  maximal p r o j e c t i o n  which 
1 )  exc ludes a and 
(11 )  c o n t a i n s  5 ,  5 a  LEXICAL head which c-commands 13. 
a 1s LEXICAL i f f  a c o n t a i n s  an o v e r t  l e x i c a l  head. 
The d e f i n i t i o n  i n  ( 9 4 )  has two main r e s u l t s :  1 )  t h e  s u b j e c t  can mo.ve 
t o  any [+HR] p o s i t i o n  independen t l y  o f  t h e  movement o f  t h e  verb ,  and 
2 )  o b j e c t  movement (excep t  p a s s i v e  (see s e c t i o n  3 . 3 . 5 . 1 ) )  i s  dependent 
on v e r b  movement. Moreover,  s i n c e  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  which do 
c o n t a i n  a LEXICAL head a r e  n o t  D - b a r r i e r s ,  t h e  movement o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  
;an s k i p  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  o f  some f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  on i t s  way t o  
i t s  f im l  p o s i t i o n ,  I n  ou r  v iew,  t h i s  i s  i m p o r t a n t ,  because i t  a l l o w s  
t h e  subsequent movement o f  t h e  o b j e c t  i n t o  t h e  Spec o f  AGR-0, Suppose, 
on t h e  c t n e r  hand, t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  NP were f o r c e d  t 3  l and  i n  t h e  
s p e c i f i e r  o f  eve ry  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  on i t s  way t o  A G R - 0 .  T h i s  
would b l o c k  - " u r t h e r  movement o f  t h e  o b j e c t  t o  t h e  Splsc o f  t h e  AGR-0 
~ r o j e c t i o n  s i n c e ,  as we w i l l  argue i n  s e c t i o n  4.7.1,  t r a c e s  i n  [tHR] 
----------- 
of moving over  an o b j e c t  i n  t h e  Spec o f  a  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  o r  
v i c e - v e r s a ,  C l e a r l y ,  t h i s  i s  an i n c o r r e c t  p r e d i c t i o n ,  as we saw i n  
Chapter 111. 
p o s i t i o n s  do n o t  e rase .  Thus, even i n  cases where t h e  v e r b  has moved, 
o b j e c t  movement i s  i m p o s ~ i b l e  f o r  independent  reasons.  Note t h a t  t h i s  
would be t h e  case i f  we were t o  assume t h a t  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  n o t  
c o n t a i n i n g  l e x i c a l  heads can induce  M i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r s .  
Â 
L e t  us now c o n s i d e r  t h e  consequences o f  o u r  d e f i n i t i o n s  f o r  t h e  Head 
Movement C o n s t r a i n t .  Note f i r s t  t h a t  o u r  d e f i n i t i o n  c o r r e c t l y  b l o c k s  
an example l i ke  ( 9 5 ) ,  where a  v e r b  has moved o v e r  an a u x i l i a r y  t o  a  
h i g h e r  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n ,  namely C .  
( 9 5 )  *beeni  Mary has ti a r r e s t e d  
I n  ( 9 5 ) ,  t h e  a u x i l i a r y  been has moved o v e r  ano the r  a u x i l i a r y .  Bu t  t h e  
p r o j e c t i o n  c o n t a i n i n g  t h e  a u x i l i a r y  have w i l l  be a  M i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r ,  
s i n c e  i t  c o n t a i n s  an o v e r t  l e x i c a l  e lement .  Thus, ti w i l l  n o t  be 
antecedent -governed and t h e  sentence i s  exc luded  by t h e  ECP. However, 
o u r  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  M i n i m a l i t y  1s more p e r m i s s i v e  t h a r '  t h e  Head Movement 
C o n s t r a i n t .  I n  p r i n c i p l e  i t  a l l o w s  a v e r b  t o  move t c  C d i r e c t l y  
w i t h o u t  s t o p p i n g  i n  any of t h e  i n t e r m e d i a t e  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s ,  
s i n c e  t h e s e  do n o t  c o n t a i n  any l e x i c a l  m a t e r i a l .  Whether such a  
d e f i n i t i o n  i s  t o o  p e r m i s s i v e  i s  n o t  easy t o  assess.  Suppose t h a t  t h e  
ve rbs  moves t o  C, s t r a n d i n g  an a f f i x  i n  AGR-S. Such a h y p o t h e t i c a l  
case i s  rep resen ted  i n  ( 9 6 ) :  
( 9 6 )  [ C P  V Y  [ A G R P - s  a f f i x  [ . .  . . t v .  . ] ] I  
A p r i o r ; ,  i t  seems d e s i r a b l e  t o  exc lude  such a s t r u c t u r e .  But  t h e  
q u e s t i o n  a r i s e s  whether such a s t r u c t u r e  must be exc luded  by t h e  ECP 
o r  can be i n d e p e n d e n t l y  exc luded.  It i s  c l e a r  t h a t  any t h e o r y  t h a t  
assumes v e r b  movement ( o r  a f f i x  l o w e r i n g )  must i n c l u d e  a p r i n c i p l e  
which exc ludes unat tached a f f i x e s ,  and t h i s  i ndependen t l y  of any 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP. L e t  us c a l l  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  p r i n c i p l e  P .  
Depending on i t s  u l t i m a t e  f o r m u l a t i o n ,  p r i n c i p l e  P w i l l  p l a u s i b l y  
e x c l u d e s t r u c t u r e s  such as ( 9 6 )  i ndependen t l y  o f  t h e  ECP. Now, of  
course t h e  a f f i x  c o u l d  move independen t l y  t o  escape p r i n c i p l e  P and 
a t t a c h  t o  t h e  ve rb  a f t e r  t h e  r a i s i n g  o f  t h e  verb .  A l though  such a 
d e r i v a t i o n  would v i o l a t e ' a  " r i g i d "  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP ( i n  wh ich 
a l l  X O  count f o r  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  i n  ( 9 4 ) ) ,  i t would n o t  v i o l a t e  
p r i n c i p l e  P. Whether such a  d e r i v a t i o n  shou ld  be a l l o w e d  o r  p rec luded  
i s  n o t  Immedia te ly  obv ious  and would r e q u i r e  a  tho rough  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  
o f  head movement. S ince t h i s  i s  o r thogona l  t o  t h e  ma'in t o p i c  o f  ou r  
s e c t i o n  and more g e n e r a l l y  t o  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n ,  we w i l l  l e a v e  t h e  
q u e s t i o n  open. Note t h a t  i f  i t  t u r n e d  o u t  t o  be necessary t o  assume 
t h a t  eve ry  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  must coun t  as i n d u c i n g  a M i n i m a l i t y  
B a r r i e r ,  t h e r e  would s t i l l  be a  d e r i v a t i o n  which would p e r m i t  b o t h  t h e  
movement o f  t h e  o b j e c t  and t h e  movement o f  t h e  s u b j e c t .  Cons ider  a  
d e r i v a t i o n  i n  which t h e  ve rb  moves f i r s t  t o  t h e  h i g h e s t  f u n c t i o n a l  
p r o j e c t i o n ,  namely A G R - S .  I n  such a  d e r i v a t i o n  a l l  t h e  I n t e r m e d i a t e  
p r o j e c t i o n s  would c o n t a i n  o n l y  a t r a c e .  Assuming t h a t  t h e  t r a c e  o f  an 
X O  does n o t  -induce a M i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r s 1 ,  t h e  moverne'nt o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  
c c u l d  proceed d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  Spec o f  AGR-S w i t h o u t  s t o p p i n g  i n  t h e  
Spec o f  AGR-0 .  I n  f a c t ,  s i n c e  s t o p p i n g  i n  t h e  Spec o f  AGR-0 would 
rep resenr  one more s t e p  i n  n d e r i v a t i o n ,  t h i s  i n t e r m e d i a t e  l a n d i n g  
?I. See Baker ( 1 9 8 5 )  f o r  a  s i m i l a r  p roposa l .  WE have d i scussed  h i s  
p roposa l  i n  a f o o t n o t e  o f  s e c t i o n  3 . 3 . 5 . 1  and conc luded t h a t  h i s  
d e f i n i t i o n  encounters  problems w i t h  t h e  VPS h y p o t h e s i s .  
would be p rec luded  by Economy c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .  Consequent ly,  t h e  Spec 
o f  AGR-0 w i l l  be f r e e  f o r  t h e  o b j e c t  t o  move i n t o .  Given t h i s  p o s s i b l e  
d e r i v a t i o n ,  where t h e  movement o f  t h e  V precedes any movement o f  N P ,  
i t  i s  q u i t e  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  requ i rement  f o r  a  LEXICAL.  head i n  t h e  
d e f i n i t i o n  i n  ( 9 4 ) )  1s n o t  c r u c i a l  t o  any o f  t h e  f a c t s  we have 
accounted f o r  so f a r ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e  assumpt ion t h a t  t h e  t r a c e  o f  an XO 
does n o t  induce a M i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r  i s .  We c o u l d  t h u s  s i m p l i f y  t h e  
d e f i n i t i o n  i n  ( 9 4 )  as i n  ( 9 7 ) ,  keep ing  i n  mind,  however, t h a t  such a  
s t r e n g t h e n i n g  i s  n o t  o b v i o u s l y  n e c e s s a r y . 5 2  
(97)  T i s  a  M i n i m a l i t y  B a r r i e r  f o r  f3 w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  a  
governor  a 
i f f  " e s  a  maximal p r o j e c t i o n  which 
( 1 )  exc ludes  a and 
1 1 )  c o n t a i n s  5 ,  5 an XO which immedia te ly  
c-commands (3. 
To conc lude,  l e t  us n o t e  t h a t  i n  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  M i n i m a l i t y ,  c- 
command i s  t h e  c r u c i a l  n o t i o n .  As a consequence, a l l  o u r  d e f i n i t i o n s  
a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  i n  u s i n g  o n l y  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  c-cornmancl. 
T h i s  conc ludes ou r  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  t h e  ECP. I n  t h e  n e x t  
s e c t i o n s ,  we w i l l  c o n s i d e r  i n  d e t a i l  how t h e  t h e o r y  we propsed works 
f o r  c l a s s i c a l  cases of  e x t r a c t i o n s .  We w i l l  a l s o  t u r n  t o  t h e  l a s t  
t h e o r e t i c a l  p o i n t  we have so f a r  l e f t  open, i . e . ,  t h e  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  a 
d e f i n i t i o n  o f  L-marking. 
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5 2 .  We w i l l  e x p l o r e  t h e  i s s u e s  a t  s t a k e  i n  f o r t h c o m i n g  work. 
4 . 4  Case s t u d y  
Before  we proceed t o  show how t h e  t h e o r y  o f  ECP we proposed i n  t h e  
p r e v i o u s  s e c t i o n  accounts  f o r  t h e  problems t h a t  t h e  assumpt ion t h a t  . - 
t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  a  [+HR1 p o s i t i o n  r a i s e s  (see s e c t i o n  4 . 1 ) ,  we w i l l  
go t h r o u g h  t h e  c l a s s i c  paradigm o f  e x t r a c t i o n  t o  show* how t h i s  t h e o r y  
works. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  we w i l l  s t u d y  i n  d e t a i l  cases o f  s u b j e c t  
e x t r a c t i o n  wh ich  we have so f a r  n o t  d iscussed.  Here aga in ,  as I n  t h e  
p r e v i o u s  s e c t i o n ,  we l i m i t  o u r  d i s c u s s i o n  t o  v i o l a t ~ o n s  o f  t h e  ECP. We 
postpone d i s c u s s i o n  o f  Subjacency v i o l a t i o n s  u n t i l  s e c t i o n  4 . 7 .  For  
t h e  moment, we w i l l  f o l l o w  L a s n i k  and Sai ' to ( 1 9 8 4 )  and Chomsky ( 1 9 8 6 )  
and assume t h a t ,  as we w i l l  j u s t i f y  i n  s e c t i o n  4 . 7 . 1 ,  i n t e r m e d i a t e  
t r a c e s  o f  a rgument -opera tor  c h a i n s  ( [ - H R ]  c h a i n s  wh ich  t e r m i n a t e  i n  a  
[ + 9 ]  p o s i t i o n )  can, i n  f a c t  must ,  d e l e t e .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, we assume 
t h a t  t r a c e s  o f  a d j u n c t  c h a i n s  ( [ - H R ]  c h a i n s  wh ich  t e r m i n a t e  i n  a  [-el 
p o s i t i o n )  and t r a c e s  o f  [ + H R ]  c h a i n s  cannot  d e l e t e .  We w i l l  use 
examples from French,  because, as we w i l l  show, t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  
t h e  que/qui phenomenon w i l l  p r o v i d e  c r u c i a l  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  
t h e  ECP t h a t  we have deve loped.  C l e a r l y ,  however, we do n o t  i n t e n d  o u r  
t h e o r y  t o  be l anguage-spec i f i c ;  t h e  reader  can v e r i f y  t h a t  i t  does 
e x t e n d  t o  o t h e r  languages,  among which  1s E n g l i s h .  He w i l l  conc lude  
t h i s  s e c t i o n  w i t h  a b r i e f  d i s c u s s  
v a r i e t y  o f  languages and show how 
i n  a  number o f  t h e s e  languages.  
t o n  o f  complement izer  agreement i n  a 
o u r  t h e o r y  makes c o r r e c t  p r e d i c t i o n s  
4 .4 .1  E x t r a c t i o n s  out  o f  complement sentences 
4 . 4 . 1 . 1  Sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n  
Consider a  t y p i c a l  case o f  s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  o u t  o f  an i n t e r r o g a t i v e  
sentence: 
C 98 1 
a.Qui c r o l s - t u  qu i  e s t  p a r t i ?  
Who do you t h i n k  who has l e f t  
b . [cp  q u i  [ I P  ti [IP c r o i s - t u  [CP t 2 [ c ,  q u i  [IP t s  e s t  p a r t i ] J ] ] ] J  
There a re  severa l  c o n d i t i o n s  t h a t  must be met f o r  t h i s  sentence t o  be 
good. F i r s t ,  t h e  sub jec t  t r a c e  must be antecedent-governed and head- 
governed. Reca l l  t h a t  i n  our  view h-government i s  a  c o n d i t i o n  on 
ANTECEDENT government ( a s  de f i ned  i n  t he  l a s t  s e c t i o n )  and t h a t  bo th  
occur  o n l y  under s t r i c t  c-command. I n  ( 9 8 1 ,  t 2  i s  no t  p r o p e r l y  head- 
governed by  I s ince  i t  i s  no t  w i t h i n  t he  f 
i nc l udes  I .  Consequently, t h e  o n l y  a v a i l a b  
govern ing t h e  sub jec t  t r a c e  1s C O .  
1 r s t  p r o j e c t i o n  which 
1e cand ida te  f o r  head- 
Since Pesetsky ( 1 9 8 2 ) ,  t h e  que/qui phenomenon has been viewed as a  
phenomenon o f  complernentizer agreement which a l l ows  a s u b j e c t  t r a c e  t o  
meet t h e  E C P a S 3  Depending on t h e o r i e s  o f  t h e  ECP, agreement o f  CO has 
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53 .  I n  Pese tsky 's  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  que/qui phenomenon a l lowed an escape 
f rom t h e  NIC. 
been i n t e r p r e t e d  as a  way t o  render  CO i n v i s i b l e  ( t o  M i n i r n a l i t y ,  f o r  2 
i n s t a n c e )  o r  t o  l i f t  C0  t o  t h e  rank o f  a p p r o p r i a t e  m t e c e d e n t -  
gove rno r .  I n  R i z z i ' s  approach, CO agreement " r e i n f o r , c e s "  t h e  C0 head 
so  as t o  make i t  an a p p r o p r i a t e  head-governor.  
I n  t h e  t h e o r y  we have developed,  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  g ive 'n  i n  ( 9 8 )  
a p p a r e n t l y  v i o l a t e s  b o t h  t h e  h-government and t h e  a-government 
requ i remen t .  R e c a l l  t h a t  we have assumed t h a t  I P  i s  a b a r r i e r  because 
i t  i s  n o t  L-marked by C o .  Thus, i n  ( 9 8 )  I P  i s  a  b a r r i e r  b o t h  f o r  a- 
government and f o r  h-government o f  t s  i n  t h e  Spec o f  I P ,  v i o l a t i n g  
c o n d i t i o n  (111 )  o f  t h e  ANTECEDENT government d e f i n i t , i o n .  The f a i l u r e  
o f  a-government ( c o n d i t i o n  ( 1 ) )  can be avo ided ,  however, by a  f u r t h e r  
a d j u n c t i o n  t o  I P ;  t h e  co r respond ing  d e r i v a t i o n  would be as i n  ( 9 9 ) :  
9 9 )  [ C P  q u i  [IPI t i [ i n  c r o i s - t u  [ C P  t2 [cv  q u i  [IP~ t s  [ i p s  . t 4  e s t  
~ a r t i l l l l l l l  
I n  (991, t 3 ,  a d j o i n e d  t o  I P 2 ,  a-governs t 4 ,  t h e  s u b j e c t  t r a c e .  But  
s i n c e  I P 2  remains a  b a r r i e r ,  t 4  cannot  be p r o p e r l y  h-governed by C O ,  
f rom which i t  i s  separa ted  by a  b a r r i e r . 5 4  The ECP i s  t h u s  v i o l a t e d ,  
and t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  i n  ( 9 9 )  1s r u l e d  o u t .  
To s o l v e  t h i s  apparent  prob lem,  we propose t h a t  C O ,  when r e i n f o r c e d  b y  
agreement, can se rve  as an L-marker f o r  t h e  I P  p r o j e c t i o n  and can t h u s  
v o i d  t h e  b a r r i e r h o o d  of I P .  As we see i t ,  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  l i m i t e d :  
we propose t h a t  i t  i s  o n l y  b y  v i r t u e  o f  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a  " c h a i n  of  
----------- 
54.  Mote t h a t  t h e  t 3  a d j o i n e d  t o  I P  w i l l  be p r o p e r l y  h-governed by  C Q ,  
s i n c e  t h e  upper segment o f  I P  i s  n o t  a b a r r i e r  f o r  t s :  I P  does n o t  
dominate  t 3  and t h u s  cannot  count  as a  b a r r i e r  f o r  t h i s  t r a c e .  
agreement" t h a t  t h e  ba r r i e rhood  o f  I P  can be voided. I n  (98)  we have 
t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s i t u a t i o n :  
- t i ,  t h e  i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP, induces Spec-Head 
agreement so t h a t  CO agrees w i t h  t 2 .  
- ti agrees w i t h  t 2 ,  t h e  o r i g i n a l  t r a c e  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  by v i r t u e  o f  
Â 
be ing  p a r t  o f  t h e  same chain .  
- t z  agrees w i t h  INFL ,  o f  which i t  1s t h e  sub jec t .  
- consequent ly,  by t r a n s i t i v i t y ,  I N F L  agrees w i t h  C. S ince under 
s tandard assumptions maximal p r o j e c t i o n s  i n h e r i t  t h e  f e a t u r e s  o f  t h e i r  
heads, we conclude t h a t  CP agrees w i t h  I P .  We propose t h a t  i t  i s  o n l y  
under these c o n d i t i o n s  t h a t  t h e  ba r r i e rhood  of an I P  can be vo ided.  
(100)  agreement p r i n c i p l e  
Given t h e  s t r u c t u r e :  
[ X P  . . . X . .  . [ Y P . .  . Y . .  . I ]  
If X and Y agree, then Y P  i s  no t  a  BC f o r  any a dominated by Y P  
We w i l l  assume t h a t ,  a l though  no t  v i s i b l e ,  t h e  same mechanism i s  
a v a i l a b l e  a b s t r a c t l y  i n  Eng l i sh  and o t h e r  languaqes.55 
I n  our  terms,  t h e  que/qui e f f e c t  i s  t h e  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  a  ve r y  
impor tan t  process. St rong e m p i r i c a l  suppor t  f o r  t h i s  v iew comes 
f rom an ex t reme ly  i n t e r e s t i n g  f a c t  i n  H a i t i a n  Creo le .  L i k e  many 
c r e o l e  languages, t h e  French-based c r e o l e  from H a i t i  has no t  
mainta ined any o f  t h e  morpholog ica l  i n f l e c t i o n s  o f  Frerich (except  
f o r  p l u r a l  markings?.). For ins tance ,  i t  has no t  preserved c l i t i c s  
o r  verb o r  a d j e c t i v e  agreement. B u t  HC, s t r i k i n g l y , &  preserved 
t h e  que/qui e f f p ~ t ,  and uses i t  as i n  French, t o  prevent  an ECP 
v i o l a t i o n .  See Lefebvre e t  a1.(1983??) f o r  a  s tudy o f  t h i s  
phenomenon. See a l s o  Oep~eZ (1988)  f o r  a  more recen t  approach. 
Th i s  p rov ides  s t r ong  suppor t  f o r  t he  idea  t h a t  t h e  que/qu i  
a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  no t  j u s t  a s u p e r f i c i a l  morpholog ica l  process, bu t  
t h a t  i t  has deep and i n t e r e s t i n g  m o t i v a t i o n s .  
R e c a l l  t h a t  i n  ou r  terms t h e  Soec o f  CP i s  a  [ + H R ]  p o s i t i o n .  I n  t h e  
d e r i v a t i o n  i n  ( 9 3 )  t h i s  causes no p a r t i c u l a r  prob lem:  t h e  b a r r i e r h o o d  
o f  I P  is e l i m i n a t e d  under t h e  Agreement P r i n c i p l e  so t h a t  movement can 
opera te  d i r e c t l y  f rom one [ + H R l  p o s i t i o n ,  t h e  Spec o f  I P ,  t o  ano the r  
[+HR]- p o s i t i o n ,  t h e  Spec o f  CP. There i s  t h u s  no v i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  
improper movement c o n d i t i o n .  A d j u n c t i o n  t o  I P  i s  n o t  r e q u i r e d  f o r  a- 
government t o  o b t a i n :  s i n c e  I P  i s  no l o n g e r  a b a r r i e F ,  t z  i n  t h e  Spec 
o f  CP w i l l  d i r e c t l y  a-govern t 3  i n  t h e  Spec o f  I P .  Note,  i n  f a c t ,  t h a t  
a d e r i v a t i o n  which would i n v o l v e  f i r s t  an a d j u n c t i o n  t o  I P  and t h e n  
movement t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP, such as t h e  one g i v e n  i n  ( 9 9 ) ,  v i o l a t e s  
t h e  improper movement c o n d i t i o n .  I t  i s  t h u s  exc luded .  
Cons ider  now t h e  case i n  which t h e  que/qui a l t e r n a t i o n  has n o t  
occur  red :  
1 0 1 )  *Qu1 c r o i s - t u  que e s t  p a r t i ?  
Who do you t h i n k  t h a t  has l e f t  
Tak ing  t h e  presence o f  que t o  be a r e f l e c t 1 0 1  c^  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  WH- 
e x t r a c t e d  s u b j e c t  has n o t  moved t h r o u q h  t h e  Spec o f  CP, we o b t a i n  t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  s t r u c t u r e  : 
( 1 0 2 )  [ c p  q u i  c r o i s - t u  [ C P  t i  [ c p  que [ I P  t 2 [ 1 ~  t s  e s t  p a r t i  11111  
e c a 1 1  t h a t  i n  ou r  approach a d j u n c t i o n  t o  CP and I P  'is f r e e .  I n  t h i s  
,dse, s i n c e  I? i s  a b a r r i e r ,  we can assume t h a t  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  I P  i s  
o b l i g a t o r y .  why i s  t h i s  sentence exc luded? t 3  1s a-governed by t 2 ,  
which I t s e l f  i s  a - g ~ v e ; ~ r i e d  by  t 3  and h-governed by C c l .  Note,  however, 
t h ? t  s i n c e  I ?  i s  r iot  L-marked, i t  remains a  b a r r i e r  Tor  t h e  h- 
government  o f  the o r i g i n a l  t r a c e  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  t a .  T h i s  t r a c e  t h u s  
v i o l a t e s  t h e  ECP, 2nd b e i n g  t h e  o r i g i n a l  t r a c e  o f  the! s u b j e c t ,  i t  
cannot be d e l e t e d  a t  L F . 5 6  (101) i s  t hus  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  r u l e d  ou t  by 
t h e  ECP. 
The agreement p r i n c i p l e  we have proposed, a l though  q u i t e  n a t u r a l ,  
seems a t  f i r s t  t o  be a  s t i p u l a t i o n  needed o n l y  t o  account f o r  t h e  
t h a t - t  e f f e c t .  We w i l l  argue, however, t h a t  t h i s  1:; no t  t h e  case. 
Reca l l  t h a t  we have assumed so f a r  t h a t  t h e  in termcid ia te  f u n c t i o n a l  
p r o j e c t i o n s  TP and AGRP-0 a re  never i nhe ren t  b a r r i e r s .  'We can i n  f a c t  
now u n i f y  these assumptions w i t h  t he  Agreement P r i n c i p l e  and propose 
t h e  f o l l o w i n g  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  L-marking: 
1 0 3 1  a L-marks (3 i f f  
( 1 )  a c-commands 13 and 
(11)  a i s  a  l e x i c a l  XO o r  
i i i )  i f  a i s  a  f u n c t i o n a l  X o ,  t hen  a agrees w i t h  5 ,  5 
t h e  head o f  P 
Fo l l ow ing  Chomsky (19861 ,  we assume t h a t  a11 XO which a re  p a r t  o f  t h e  
ve rba l  i n f l e c t i o n a l  system share an index as a  r e s u l t  o f  e i t h e r  Head- 
to-Head movement o r  a f f i x  l ower ing .  Moreover, we assume t h a t  
i n t e rmed ia te  a u x i l i a r y  ve rbs  share some index w i t h  o the r  a u x i l i a r i e s  
and t h e  pas t  p a r t i c i p l e ,  as proposed by Gueron and Yoekstra ( 1 9 8 8 ) .  
Given (103) '  i t  f o l l o w s  t h a t  TP and AGR-0 w i l l  never be b a r r i e r s ,  
s i nce  e i t h e r  t h e  ve rb  moves t o  t h e  head o f  t h e i r  p r o j e c t i o n  o r  e l s e  T  
o r  AGR-0 lower t o  t h e  verb.  Th is  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  L-mapk1ng a l s o  p rov ides  
a  t r i v i a l  answer t o  t h e  ques t ion  why VP i s  no t  an i nhe ren t  b a r r i e r .  
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56. We w i l l  argue i n  t h e  nex t  s e c t i o n  t h a t  t h e  mechanism o f  t r a c e  
d e l e t i o n  should  be mainta ined,  c o n t r a r y  t o  R i z z ' i ' s  assumption. 
Moreover, t h e  assumption t h a t  Co cannot be an L-marker un less  Spec- 
Head agreement has occurred,  a l l o w i n g  Co i n  t u r n  t o  share f e a t u r e s  
w i t h  t h e  head i t  dominates, namely AGR-S, i n  f a c t  s imp ly  f o l l o w s  from 
our  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  L-marking. Thus, t h e  agreement p r i n c i p l e  1s  subsumed 
under t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  L-marking, which appears to be independent ly  
r e q u i r e d  t o  ensure t h a t  t he  p r o j e c t i o n s  o f  T and AGR-0 a re  n o t  
b a r r i e r s  even i n  a  language such as Eng l i sh ,  where t h e  ve rb  does no t  
r a i s e  and where t he  movement o f  t h e  sub jec t  f rom t h e  VP- in te rna l  
p o s i t i o n  t o  t h e  Spec o f  I P  must be a l lowed.  5 7  
Before we t u r n  t o  o the r  cases o f  e x t r a c t i o n ,  we would l i k e  t o  p o i n t  
o u t  an i n t e r e s t i n g  consequence o f  ou r  assumptions f o r  o t h e r  cases o f  
s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n .  Re tu rn ing  t o  t h e  complex i n v e r s i o n  c o n s t r u c t i o n  we 
d iscussed i n  s e c t i o n  4 . 1 . 1 ,  we can now r a i s e  and answer a ques t i on  
which up t o  now has remained unanswered i n  most analyses c u r r e n t l y  
o f f e r e d  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e .  The ques t ion  i s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  why can an 
o b j e c t  NP no t  occur i n  t he  Spec o f  CP? I n  o t h e r  word:;, why i s  t h e  
sentence ( 1 0 4 )  exc luded under t h e  s t r u c t u r e  ( 1 0 5 ) :  
- 7 
2 1 .  There i s  some suppor t  f rom h i s t o r i c a l  l i ngu i s t i c : ;  t h a t  t h e  que/qui 
phenomenon indeed i nvo l ves  some agreement. I t  i s  known t h a t  t h e  
form q u i  de r i ves  f rom the  forms que + ; ' I ,  i . e . ,  :I complement izer 
assoc ia ted  w i t h  a sub jec t  c l i t i c .  Th i s  c l e a r l y  resembles t h e  
processes o f  c l i t i c  i n v e r s i o n  and complex i nve rs i on ,  which a re  
s t i l l  a l i v e  i n  t h e  language i n  main c lauses. Therme i s ,  however, an 
i n t e r e s t i n g  d i f f e r e n c e .  The s u b j e c t  c l i t i c  ad j o i ned  t o  t h e  V i n  C 
i n  main c lauses has ma in ta ined  a f u l l  agreement paradism, showing 
person, gender, and number s p e c i f i c a t i o n s .  I n  embedded c lauses ,  
however, t h e  form i s  f r ozen  i n  t h e  t h i r d  person s i n g u l a r .  I n  ou r  
v iew t h i s  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  w h i l e  t h e  rrovement o f  t h e  V 
i n  main c lauses a l l ows  Case-marking i n  t h e  Spec c f  CP, l ead ing  t o  
t h e  complex i n v e r s i o n  cases d iscussed i n  s e c t i o n  4 . 1 . 1 ,  t h e  
pove r t y  of t h e  complementizer i n f l e c t i o n  i n  embedded c lauses  does 
no t  pe rm i t  t h e  occurrence of an o v e r t  NP; t h a t  i s ,  qu7 cannot 
Case-mark t h e  Soec of i t s  p r o j e c t i o n .  
( 1 0 4 )  
^Comment Pau l - a - t - i l  Mar ie  rencon t re?  
How Paul d i d  he Mary meet 
How d i d  Mary meet Paul 
1 0 5 )  [ c ?  Comment [CP Pau l i  [ c -  a - t - i 1  [ I F  Mar ie  r encon t re  ti I ] ] ]  
I n  ( 1 0 5 ) ,  t h e  o b j e c t  NP P a u l  has moved i n t o  t h e  Soec o f  CP. Th i s  
seve re l y  ungrammatical sentence 1s r u l e d  ou t  i n  our  v iew on severa l  
t h e  
i t s  
cou 
mov 
counts :  1 )  s i nce  t h e  Verb i n  C does n o t  agree w i t h  I ( I  agrees w i t h  
sub jec t  N P ) ,  I P  w i l l  be a b a r r i e r .  Thus, 2 )  Paul does n o t  a-govern 
t r a c e ,  and 3 )  t h e  V i n  C does n o t  a-govern i t s  t r a c e ,  e i t h e r .  2 )  
I d  be f i x e d  by assumimg t h a t  t h e  NP Paul f i r s t  a d j o i n s  t o  I P  be fo re  
i n g  t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP. Th i s  d e r i v a t i o n ,  however, leads t o  a 
v i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  improper movement c o n d i t i o n ,  s i nce  t h e  o b j e c t  NP 
moves from an ad jo i ned  p o s i t i o n  t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP. It i s  t h u s  a l s o  
t r i v i a l l y  excluded. The reader  can e a s i l y  v e r i f y  t h a t  under any 
d e r i v a t i o n ,  some v i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP, t h e  improper movement 
c o n d i t i o n ,  o r  t h e  Case f i l t e r  ( i f  t h e  ve rb  agrees w i t h  t h e  s u b j e c t  and 
no t  w i t h  t he  o b j e c t )  w i l l  occur .  Thus t h e  sentence w i l l  always be 
r u l e d  ou t .  The d i scuss ion  o f  sentences such as ( 1 0 4 )  p o i n t s  t o  an 
impor tan t  consequence o f  ou r  hypo thes is ,  which we w i l l  see conf i rmed 
i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  sec t i ons  o f  t h i s  chap te r :  i n  languages such as French 
and E n g l i s h  (and more g e n e r a l l y  (see s e c t i o n  4.5.3)'), o n l y  t h e  sub jec t  
s i t t i n g  i n  t h e  Spec o f  t h e  f u n c t i o n a l - p r o j e c t i o n  complement o f  CP can 
ever  move t o  t h e  Spec o f  C?. T h i s  conc lus ion  i s  conf i rmed i n  French by 
t h e  o b l i g a t o r y  l o c a l i t y  o f  t h e  que/qui  e f f e c t . 5 8  Consider t h e  
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58. We a re  n o t  c l a i m i n g  t h a t  t h i s  must be t h e  case " n  every  language. 
Suppose i n  f a c t  t h a t  i n  some languages, movement, o f  t h e  V t o  C i s  
f o l l o w i n g  sentences: 
106) 
a.Qui as - tu  d i t  P i e r r e  pensa i t  QUJ d e v r a i t  v e n i r  A sa s o i r e e  
Who d i d  you say that P i e r r e  thought  who would come t o  h i s  p a r t y  
b.*Qui as-tu d i t  P i e r r e  'pensai t  c g ~  d e v r a i t  v e r , i r  h sa s o i r e e  
Who d i d  you say & P i e r r e  thought  &o would come t o  h i s  p a r t y  
I n  (106)b. ,  t h e  que/uui a l t e r n a t i o n  has occur red  t w i c e ,  f i r s t  i n  t h e  
lower  CP, and second i n  t h e  i n t e rmed ia te  CP. Th i s  sentence i s  sharp ly  
excluded, w h i l e  (106 )a .  i s  p e r f e c t .  It i s  t h u s  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  
ungrammat ica l i t y  of (106)b.  must come f rom t h e  second a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  
t h e  que/qu7 a l t e r n a t i o n  i n  t h e  i n t e rmed ia te  CP. In c u r  v iew, (106)b. 
i s  excluded by t h e  c o n d i t i o n  on improper movement: a l though  t h e  f i r s t  
que/qui a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  r equ i r ed  t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  h-government 
requi rement  on t h e  o r i g i n a l  s u b j e c t  t r a c e ,  no such requirement f o r ces  
t h e  second a p p l i c a t i o n .  I n  our  v iew, once t h e  s u b j e c t  has moved o u t  o f  
t h e  lower CP i t  must proceed th rough  success ive ad junc t i on ,  f i r s t  t o  
VP ( s i nce  V P  i s  a  0 -M in ima l i t y  b a r r i e r ) ,  and then  t o  I P .  S ince t h e  I 
o f  t he  i n t e rmed ia te  embedded c l ause  does no t  agree w i t h  t h e  moved 
c o n s t i t u e n t ,  t h e  ba r r i e rhood  o f  t h e  i n t e rmed ia te  I P  cannot be vo ided  
by  L-marking by C. Consequently, t he  e x t r a c t e d  sub jec t  must a d j o i n  t o  
t h e  i n t e rmed ia te  I P ,  and f u r t h e r  movement t o  t he  Spec o f  CP, a [ ~ H R ]  
p o s i t i o n ,  c o n s t i t u t e s  a  case o f  movement f rom a  [ - H R ]  p o s i t i o n  ( IP -  
a d j u n c t i o n )  t o  a  [ t H R ]  p o s i t i o n  ( t h e  Spec o f  CP), which i s  r u l e d  ou t  
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a  s u b s t i t u t i o n ,  r a t h e r  than an a d j u n c t i o n  t o  t h e  head o f  C as we 
have assumed t o  be t h e  case f o r  French and E n g l i s h  (see s e c t i o n  
4 .1 .1 ) .  I n  t h i s  case, t h e  V i n  C cou ld  L-mark t h e  p r o j e c t i o n  o f  C 
d i r e c t l y  under c lause  d )  o f  t h e  L-marking d e f i n i t i o n .  A number o f  
consequences would f o l l o w ,  among which movement o f  an o b j e c t  t o  
t h e  Spec CP. VSO languages a re  p o s s i b l y  Ins tances  o f  t h i s  t y p e  of  
language, and maybe a l s o  c e r t a i n  Germanic languages m a n i f e s t i n g  
t h e  V/2  c o n s t r a i n t .  
as a case o f  improper movement. I n  (106)a . ,  t h e  s u b j e c t  has s imp ly  
ad jo i ned  t o  t h e  i n t e rmed ia te  CP, so no improper modernent occurs .  Thus, 
we c o r r e c t l y  p r e d i c t  t h e  n e c e s s a r i l y  l o c a l  cha rac te r  o f  t h e  que/aui 
a l t e r n a t i o n .  
4 . 4 . 1 . 2  Object e x t r a c t i o n  
( 1 0 7 )  Quel l i v r e  c r o i s - t u  que Jean a achete? 
Which book do you t h i n k  t h a t  Jean has bought 
1 0 8 ) [ c p  Quel l i v r e  [ I P I  ti [ I P ~  c r o i s - t u  [ C P ~  t z  [ c -  que [ I P ~  t s  [ I P ~  
Jean a [t4 [ V P  achet6 t 5  Ill 1 ~ ~ 1 1 1  
L e t  us f o l l o w  c a r e f u l l y  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  represented i n  (108) .  As we 
have assumed, VP i s  n o t  a i nhe ren t  b a r r i e r ,  s i nce  i t  i s  L-marked by I. 
But VP i s  a  b a r r i e r  by D-Min ima l i t y  and thus  needs t o  be ad jo i ned  t o .  
IP2 i s  a  b a r r i e r  which can be escaped by ad junc t i on .  Next,  CP2 
i n h e r i t s  ba r r i e rhood  f rom I P 2 ,  which i s  a BC even a f t e r  a d j u n c t i o n ,  
g i v sn  c u r  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  I n h e r i t a n c e  i n  s e c t i o n  4 . 2 . 2 .  Thus, movement 
t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP o r  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  CP i s  r equ i r ed .  But r e c a l l  t h a t  
under our  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  [+HRW[-HR] p o s i t i o n s ,  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  a  
[ tHR>osi t - ion.  If t h e  WH-element moves i n t o  t he  Spec o f  CP2, as 
represented i n  (108) ,  t h i s  w i l l  be a case o f  improper movement: t h e  
t r a c e  t 4  i n  t h e  [-HR] p o s i t i o n  ad jo i ned  t o  VP w i l l  be dominated by t 2  
i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP2, a  [tHRI p o s i t i o n .  We conclude t h a t  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  
represented i n  (108) 1s excluded. 
There i s ,  however, an a l t e r n a t i v e  p o s s i b l e  d e r i v a t  
t h e  a d j u n c t i o n  o f  t h e  e x t r a c t e d  o b j e c t  t o  CP.  T h i s  
r e p r e s e n t e d  i n  ( 1 0 9 ) :  
i o n ,  wh ich  i n v o l v e s  
d e r i v a t i o n  i s  
(109 )  [ c p  d u e l  l i v r e  [ I P  ti [ I P  c r o i s - t u  [ C P  t z  [CP 
a  [ V P  ache te  t 4 ] ] ] 1 1 ] ] ]  
c,ue [IP t 3  [IP Jean 
I n  ( l o g ) ,  b o t h  a-government and h-government o f  e v e r y  t r a c e  1s met:  t4 
i s  a-governed by t 3  and h-governed by V machete; t s  i s  a-governed by 
t 2  and h-governed by CO = que s i n c e  t h e  upper segment o f  I P  i s  n o t  a 
b a r r i e r ;  t 2  i s  a-governed by ti and h-governed by V c r o i r e ;  f i n a l l y ,  
ti i s  a-governed by que1 t i v r e  and h-governed by  CO = [ + W H ] .  ( 1 0 9 )  
t h u s  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  c o r r e c t  d e r i v a t i o n  o f  ( 1 0 7 )  i n  o u r  v iew .  I n  t h e  
t h e o r y  we propose,  e x t r a c t i o n  o f  a  WH-complement never  passes t h r o u g h  
t h e  Spec c f  CP,  I n  o u r  v iew,  t h i s  f o l l o w s  f r o m  t h e  c a n d i t i o n  on 
t h e o r i e s  f o r  
approach t o  
i -nproper movement. T h i s  i s  an improvement o v e r  p r e v i o u s  
t h e  f o l l o w i n g  reasons:  as we no ted  e a r l i e r ,  i n  Choms<y's 
Wh-movement t h e r e  i s  a  c u r i o u s  imbalance between a d : ~ n c t  
- u b s t i t u t i o n ,  WP-~ove ron t  i s  v iewed a s  i t 1 ~ 0 ' ~ i n g  a d j u n c t  
t h e  t i t r e  f':? V ^  ?nc! any o ther -  b s p r i e r  excep t  C P ) ,  e'dcept 
i o n  and 
i o n  most o f  
when i t  
passes  t h r o u s h  t h s  S?ec of C ? ,  where i t  "involves s u b s t i t u t i o n .  T h i s  i s  
a c o n s e ~ u e n c e  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i n  Chomsky (1986) t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  
v i e w e d  as ar. A ' - p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  LGB sense. In o u r  t h e o r y ,  t h i s  
i n b a l a n c e  dcss n o t  o c c u r  : WH-movement i n v o l v e s  s t r i c t  a d j u n c t i o n  i n  
.?,I 1 o f  i t s  i n t e r m e d i a t e  s t e p s .  5 9  
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5 9 .  Except  f o r  s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n ,  wh ich ,  as seen above, i n v o l v e s  
f i r s t  s u b s t i t u t i o n  and t h e n  a d j u n c t i o n .  T h i s  i s ,  however, a case 
of [+HI movement f o l l o w e d  b y  movement t o  a [ - H R ]  p o s i t i o n .  As we 
w i l l  see i n  s e c t i c n  4 . 6 . 2  t h i s  success ion  i s  a l l o w e d  q u i t e  f r e e l y .  
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  a l l o w i n g  t h i s  c o n c e p t u a l l y  p l e a s i n g  ~ n i f o r m i t y  i n  
movement ( [ - H R ]  movement i s  a d j u n c t i o n ,  [ t H R ]  movement i s  
s u b s t i t u t i o n ) ,  o u r  v iew r e c e i v e s  s t r o n g  e m p i r i c a l  s ~ p p o r t  f r o m  t h e  
que /au i  phenomenon. Under s t a n d a r d  assumpt ions,  t h e  que /qu j  e f f e c t  i s  
i n t e r p r e t e d  as an agreement e f f e c t  w i t h  a  t r a c e  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP.  The 
n a t u r a l  assumpt ion i s  t h a t  t h i s  agreement i s  b l i n d  t o  t h e  t y p e  of 
t r a c e  wh ich  i s  s i t t i n g  i n  t h e  Spec o f  C O ,  Wi th  t h i s  i n  mind,  c o n s i d e r  
t h e  f o l l o w i n g  sentence:  
( 1 1 0 )  *Quel l i v r e  c r o i s - t u  q u i  Jean a  achet6  
Which book do you t h i n k  who Jean has bought  
( 1 1 0 )  i s  s h a r p l y  u n g r a m m ~ t i c a l .  Under t h e  s t a n d a r d  v iew,  wh ich  assumes 
t h a t  Wki-extract ion passes t h r o u g h  t h e  Spec o f  C ? ,  t h i s  f a c t  remains 
unexp la ined.  I t  has been commonly assumed t h a t  agreement w i t h  a  t r a c e  
i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  o p t i o n a l .  T h i s  accounts  f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  
que /qu i  e f f e c t  i s  n o t  needed w i t h  complement e x t r a c t i o n .  Bu t  i t  does 
n o t  account  f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i n  cases o f  e x t r a c t i o n  o t h e r  t h a n  
s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  t h e  que/qu i  a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  i n  f a c t  i m p o ~ s i b l e . ~ ~  I n  
60.  One p o s s i b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e  would be t o  v iew t h e  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  
que./qui agreement as a  consequence o f  t h e  P r i n c i p l e  o f  Economy. I n  
cases o f  non -sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n ,  CO agreement 1'; n o t  necessa ry ,  
s i n c e  t h e  E C P  can be met w i t h o u t  i t .  The que/qu i  a l t e r n a t i o n  can 
t h u s  be c o n s i d e r e d  as an unecessary a d d i t i o n a l  s t e p  i n  a 
d e r l v a t i c n ,  wh ich  i s  exc luded by Economy. T h i s  -eason ing,  however, 
i s  o n l y  s u p e r f i c i a l l y  c o r r e c t .  R e c a l l  t h a t  i n  Chomsky's Barriers 
t h e o r y ,  an o v e r t  C0 i s  a R i g i d  M i n i m a l i t y  i n d u c e r ,  S ince  que i n  
French does n o t  d e l e t e  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e ,  one must assume t h a t  some 
mechanism p r e v e n t s  a  M i n i m a l i t y  v i o l a t i o n  i n  ca'ses o f  a d j u n c t  
e x t r a c t i o n  a t  LF.  One p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  t o  assume " tha t  que d e l e t e s  a t  
L F ,  b u t  t h e r e  1s no a p r i o r i  reason why d e l e t i o n  o f  CO a t  L F  
shou ld  be cons ide red  l e s s  c o s t l y  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  Economy t h a n  
agreement w i t h  C0 a t  S - s t r u c t u r e .  
Pesetsky  ( 1 9 8 9 )  a rgues t h a t  Economy i s  b e t t e r  v iewed as some k i n d  
o f  E a r l i n e s s  P r i n c i p l e ,  t h e  essence o f  wh ich  i s  t o  r e q u i r e  
s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  IJG p r i n c i p l e s  as soon as p o s s i b l e .  I f  t h i s  v iew  
o u r  v iew ,  t h e r e  i s  an e x p l a n a t i o n  f o r  t h e  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  uue/qui 
a l t e r n a t i o n :  ( 1  10)  i s  r.uled c u t  as a case o f  improper  movement. Our 
approach t o  t h e  ECP and t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  CP 1s a [+HR] 
p o s i t i o n  s t r a i g h f o r w a r d l y  p r e d i c t s  t h e  ungrammat ical  i t y  o f  ( 1  l o ) ,  
wh ich  had so f a r  remained r n y s t e r i ~ u s . ~ ~  e 
i s  c o r r e c t ,  i t  1s c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  S - s t r u c t u r e  q u d q u i  a l t e r n a t i o n  
would s a t i s f y  t h e  ECP e a r l i e r  t han  t h e  LF d e l e t i o n  o f  Co. Under 
such a v iew,  Economy shou ld  t h e n  r e q u i r e  t h e  que/qui  a l t e r n a t i o n  
f o r  a d j u n c t  e x t r a c t i o n .  
Under a  v iew  such as Chomsky's C1989) ,  i n  wh ich  E a r l i n e s s  does n o t  
come i n t o  p l a y ,  o p t 1 o n a l I t y  and n o t  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  of t h e  que/qui 
a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  expected.  The f a c t  t h a t  t h a t - d e l e t i o n  i s  n o t  
r e q u i r e d  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e  seems t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  an E a r l i n e s s  
account  o f  Economy coup led w i t h  R i g i d  M i n i m a l i t y  I s  t o o  s t r o n g .  
That must d e l e t e  a t  LF  f o r  t h e  ECP t o  be met;  t h a t  can d e l e t e  a t  
S - s t r u c t u r e .  I f  E a r l i n e s s  were c o r r e c t ,  we would expec t  that- 
d e l e t i o n  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e  t o  be o b l i g a t o r y  f o r  a d j u n c t  and o b j e c t  
e x t r a c t i o n .  
Note  t h a t  g i v e n  o u r  t h e o r y  o f  t h e  ECP, t h i s  c o n c l u s i o n  no l o n g e r  
f o l l o w s .  The f a c t  t h a t  t h a t - d e l e t i o n  i s  o p t i o n a l  r e f l e c t s  a " t r u e "  
o p t i o n a l i t y :  s t r u c t u r e s  w i t h  an o v e r t  Ca and those  w i t h  an empty 
Co a r e  e q u i v a l e n t  f o r  Economy under e i t h e r  Chcmsky's v iew o r  
P e s e t s k y ' s  E a r l i n e s s  v iew ,  s i n c e  t h a t - d s l e t i o n  i s  i r r e l e v a n t  f o r  
t h e  s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP f o r  a d j u n c t  e x t r a c t i o n ,  
In Rizzi's approach,  i n  wh ich  an o v e r t  complement izer  dces n o t  
c c z n t  a s  a  M i n i m a l i t y  i n d u c e r  f o r  any max imal - -pro jec t ion  movement, 
the Economy v iew may h o l d .  The t h e o r y  remains to -o  vague w i t h  
r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  b a r r i e r  c a l c u l u s  t o  l e a d  t o  any p r e c i s e  c o n c l u s i o n  
f o r  t h e  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  que/qu i  a l t e r n a t i o n  w i t h  n o n - s u b ~ e c t  
e x t r a c t i o n s .  I n  o t h e r  words,  t h e r e  i s  no account  o f  t h e  
i m p o s s i b i l i t y  of  t h e  que /qu i  a l t e r n a t i o n  wh ich  f o l l o w s  d i r e c t l y  
ff-crr' a ~ y  th ,eory  o f  t h e  EcP so f a r  proposed.  
6L SS'^t cf. Tarald~en ( ICIS6)  f o r  an account  i n  terms o f  B i n d i n g  
t h e o r y .  
4.4.1.3 A d j u n c t  e x t r a c t i o n  
1 1 1 )  
Comment c r o i s - t u  que Jean se compor tera?? 
How do you t h i n k  t h a t  Jean w i l l  behave 
The s t r u c t u r e  o f  ( 1 1 1 )  -is g i v e n  i n  ( 1 1 2 )  
1 1 2 )  [ C P  Comment L I P  ti [IP c r o i s - t u  [ C P  t 2  [ C P  que [ I P  t 3  [ I P  Jean 
se [ V P  compor tera  t 4  I J ] I] 1 I I 
Here t 4  i s  t h e  o r i g i n a l  t r a c e  o f  t h e  manner adverb .  A d j u n c t i o n  t o  I P  
and CP i s  a l l o w e d ,  t h u s  t h e r e  a r e  no b a r r i e r s  and a-government 1s 
s a t i s f i e d .  Note a l s o  t h a t  h e r e  NH-movement i n v o l v e s  p u r e  a d j u n c t i o n  i n  
i t s  i n t e r m e d i a t e  s teps .  We assume w i t h  R i z z i  t h a t  p r o p e r  h-government 
o f  t h e  o r i g i n a l  t r a c e  o f  t h e  adverb t 4  i s  met by  this  f u n c t i o n a l  
p r o j e c t i o n  immed ia te l y  d o m i n a t i n g  t h e  a d j u n c t i o n  s i t e  o f  t h e  adverb.62 
Moreover ,  t a  i s  h-governed by  t h e  C0 que, t z  i s  h-governed by t h e  
m a t r i x  ve rb ,  and t i  i s  h-governed by t h e  empty CO o f  t h e  m a t r i x  
complement izer .  H-government i s  t h u s  s a t i s f i e d ,  
As w i t h  o b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n ,  we p r e d i c t  t h a t  i f  t h e  e x t r a c t e d  adverb  
were t o  l a n d  i n  t h e  i n t e r m e d i a t e  Spec o f  CP, a  v i o l i ' i t i o n  o f  t h e  
improper  movement c o n d i t i o n  would o c c u r .  T h i s  p r e d i c t i o n  i s  con f i rmed  
by t h e  ungrammat ica l  i t y  o f  ( 1  1 3 ) :  
----------- 
52.  G iven t h e  more a r t i c u l a t e d  s t r u c t u r e  t h a t  we have asspmed f o r  what 
i s  he re  a b b r e v i a t e d  as I P ,  t h e  h-governor o f  the! t r a c e  o f  t h e  
adverb  w i  11 more a p p r o p r i a t e l y  be T i f  t h e  adverb  i s  a d j o i n e d  t o  
AGR-0, o r  Agr-0 i s  t h e  adverb 1s a t t a c h e d  t o  VP. 
1 1 3 )  
*Comment c r o i s - t u  q u i  Jean se compor tera? 
How do you t h i n k  who Jean w i l l  behave 
4 . 4 . 2  WH-islands 
L e t  IS now t u r n  t o  WH-islands. 
4.4.2.1 Subject e x t r a c t i o n  
1 1 4 )  
*Qui t e  demandes-tu oh va l o g e r ?  
Who do you wonder where w i l l  l i v e  
1 1 5 )  [CP Q u 1  LIP t i  [IP t e  demandes-tu [ c p  t z  L c p  o h [ c p t 3  [ c v [ i p  t4 
I P  t 5  va l o g e r l l l l l l l l l  
I n  s u b s e c t i o n  4 . 2 . 2 . 1 ,  we argued t h a t  i n  cases such a s  ( 1 1 4 )  t h e  WH- 
e lement  does n o t  o c c u r  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP;  t h e  s u b j e c t  i s  t h u s  f r e e  t o  
move i n t o  i t .  Given t h i s  p c s s s l b i l i t y ,  we apaar -ent ly  w r c n g l y  p r e d i c t  
t h a t  t he  e x t r a c t i o n  of a s u b j e c t  w i l l  l e a d  t o  a  mere Subjacency 
v i o ? a t - ' o n ,  s i n c e  t h e  ECP 1;. met f o r  t h e  o r i g i n a l  t r a c e  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t .  
To c o r r e c t  t h i s ,  we c o u l d  assume t h a t  u n l i k e  t h e  [ - W H I  comp lemen t i ze r  
q i ~ ,  a [tWH] comp le rne r~ t i ze r  i s  n o t  an a g r e e i n g  complement izer .  I f  so, 
ID ' + / cu ld  Â¥-em?. 3 b ^ r r - ' e r -  3 r t  t i  would v i o l a t e  t h e  ECP, s i n c e  i t  i s  
n e i t h e r  h-governed n o r  a-governed and can t h u s  n o t  be ANTECEDENT- 
govsrned.  T h i s  s o l u t i o n ,  however,  appears somewhat s t i p u l a t o r y , ,  
Moreover ,  t h e r e  i s  e m p i r i c a l  ev idence  a g a i n s t  i t :  as i s  w e l l  known, 
c e r t a i n  d i a l e c t s  o f  French,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  t h e  Quebecois d i a l e c t ,  
a l l o w s  f o r  apparent  d o u b l y - f i l l e d  complement izers.  Thus, (116)  i s  a 
good sentence i n  t h e  Qu6becois d i a l e c t :  
(116) Je me demande o i  que t u  v a s  l o g e r  
I wonder where t h a t  you w i l l  l i v e  
Note t h a t  t h e  second complement izer has t h e  fo rm o f  a [-WH] 
complement izer i n  b o t h  s tandard  French and i n  Quebecois, so we expect  
cornplement izer agreement t o  be p o s s i b l e .  That  t h i s  Inus: be t h e  case i s  
con f i rmed  by t h e  f o l l o w i n g  sentence:  
( 1 1 7 )  Q u i  q u i  a te lephone  
Who t h a t  te leohoned  
The f i r s t  qui i n  (117) 1s a WH-phrase, w h i l e  t h e  second qui i s  t h e  
a g r e e i n g  cornplementizer.63 Thus (117)  shows c l e a r l y  t h a t  t h e  second 
complement izer can agree.  L e t  us now r e t u r n  t o  WH-islands. Cons ider  
t h e  example i n  (118) 
1 1 8 )  * Q u e l l e  f i l l e  t e  demandes-tu oh qu i  va l o g e r ?  
Which g i r l  do you wonder where who w i l l  l i v s  
I n  ( 1 1 8 ) ,  the  que/qui a l t e r n a t i o n  has o c c u r r e d .  The sentence,  however, 
remains imposs ib le .64 T h i s  shows t h a t  t h e  que/qui agreement does n o t  
----------- 
,- 04. n See Le febv re  (198. . )  f o r  an i n t e r e s t i n g  s tudy  o f  t h i s  phenomenon 
-in Quebecois. 
64. Thanks t o  Robin Cote f o r  t h e  judgments. One must be c a r e f u l  t o  
d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  que/qui e f f e c t  f rom a resurnpt ivs r e a d i n g ,  wh ich 
makes t h e  sentence p e r f e c t .  
( 1 )  Q u e l l e  f i l l e  est-ce-que t u  t e  demandes ou qu 'a  va l o g e r ?  
Which g i r l  do you wonder where t h a t  she w i l l  l i v e  
I n  ( i ) ,  a 1s a resumpt ive  pronoun f o r  t h e  e x t r a c t e d  s u b j e c t .  
pe rm i t  s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  f rom a  WH-island. We must then  assume t h a t  
even i n  s tandard French, where t h e  que/qui e f f e c t  i s  no t  apparent,  t h e  
empty C may undergo agreement. I f  so I P  can be L-marked. What then 
accounts f o r  t h e  ungrammat ica l i ty  o f  ( 1 1 4 ) ?  Reca l l  t h a t  i n  our  view, 
t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  a  [+YRl p o s i t i o n .  As we w i l l  argue i n  s e c t i o n  4.7.1, 
t r a c e s  i n  [+HR]  p o s i t i o n s  cannot de le te .  Now, t 3  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  
separated from i t s  antecedent t 2  by t h e  WE-phrase a d ~ o i n e d  t o  CP: 
Operator  Opaci ty  i s  v i o l a t e d  and t h e  t r a c e  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP cannot be 
a-governed. S ince t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  a  [ t H R ]  p o s i t i o n ,  t h e  t r a c e  t h e r e  
cannot d e l e t e ,  and t h e  ECP 1s v i o l a t e d .  
4 . 4 . 2 . 2  Objec t  e x t r a c t i o n  
( 1 1 9 )  
a. ?Clue1 l i v r e  t 9  demandes-tu cu acheter? 
Which book do you wonder where t o  buy 
b. [ C P  que l  l i v r e  [ I P  t i  [IP t e  demandes-tu [VP t v [ c p  t z  [ C P  oh [ ~ ' [ I P  
t 3  [IP PRO [ V P  acheter  t 4 1 ] 1 ] ] 1 1 ] ] 1  
( 1 1 9 )  i s  a  t y p i c a l  case of  an Operator  Opac i t y  v i o l a t i o n ,  where t s  
f a i l s  t o  be a-governed by  t 2  because o f  t h e  i n t e r v e n i n g  WH-element. 
But s ince  ( 1 1 9 )  i n vo l ves  an argument cha in ,  t h e  ECP d i l l  no t  be 
v i o l a t e d  because t h e  t r a c e  can de le te .  Th i s  i s  a  Subjacency v i o l a t i o n  
which we d iscuss  i n  more d e t a i l  i n  s e c t i o n  4 . 7 . 2 .  
4 . 4 . 2 . 3  Adjunct e x t r a c t i o n  
(120) 
a.  *Comment t e  demandes-tu ou Jean e s t  p a r t i ?  
Hew do you wonder where Jean has gone 
b.  [ C P  Comment [CP ti [IP t e  demandes t u  [ c ?  t 2 [ c ?  ou [IP t 3  [IP Jean 
e s t  [ u p p a r t i  t 4  I I I I I I I 1  
T h i s  i s  a l s o  a t y p i c a l  case o f  an Opera to r  O p a c i t y  v i o l a t i o n ,  where ts 
1s n o t  a-governed by  t 2  because o f  t h e  i n t e r v e n i n g  KH-element. S ince  
( 1 2 0 )  i n v o l v e s  an a d j u n c t  c h a i n ,  no t r a c e  may be erased:  consequen t l y ,  
( 1 2 0 )  v i o l a t e s  t h e  ECP. 
4 . 4 . 3  A d j u n c t  I s l a n d s  
4.4.3.1 The s t r u c t u r e  o f  a d j u n c t  c l a u s e s  
The q u e s t i o n  o f  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  a d j u n c t  c lauses  ha;- o f t e n  been 
d i scussed .  Three p o s s i b l e  s t r u c t u r e s  a r e  g i v e n  i n  ( 1 2 1 ) :  
( 1 2 1 )  
a. PP b.  CP c .  CP 
/ \ / \ / \ 
P ' C ' b e f o r e  CP 
/ \ / \ / \ 
b e f o r e  CP b e f o r e  
/ \ 
S t r u c t u r e  ( 1 2 1 ) b .  can be e a s i l y  r e j e c t e d  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  French d a t a .  
I n  French,  adve rb ia l ,  complements t a k e  an o v e r t  complement izer  bo th  
when t h e y  a r e  tensed  and a l s o  sometimes when t h e y  are! un tensed :  
( 1 2 2 )  Tensed 
a. Jean e s t  p a r t i  avan t  M a r i e  n l a r r i v e  
Jean l e f t  b e f o r e  t h a t  M a r i e  a r r i v e d  
Â 
b. Jean e s t  a r r i v e  apres  gg M a r l ?  ne s o i t  g a r t i e  
Jean a r r i v e d  a f t e r  t h a t  M a r i e  l e f t  
c .  Jean e s t  p a r t i  p a r c e  qge M a r i e  1e 1 u i  a  demande 
Jean l e f t  because t h a t  M a r i e  i t  o f  h im  asked 
d. Jean e s t  p a r t i  sans g u ~  personne ne l e  r e t i e n n e  
Jean l e f t  w i t h o u t  t h a t  anyone h e l d  h im back 
Untensed 
a. Jean e s t  p a r t i  avan t  & f i n i r  son t r a v a i  1 
Jean l e f t  b e f o r e  p r t  f i n i s h i n g  h i s  work 
b .  Jean e s t  p a r t i  ap r6s  a v o i r  f i n 1  son t r a v a i l  
Jean l e f t  a f t e r  f i n i s h i n g  h i s  work 
c .  Jean e s t  
Jean 1 e f  
There  a r e  a  
1 2 1 ) a .  t h e  
C C T ~ P ?  ement . 
adve rbs ,  un 
p a r t i  sans avo i  r f ~ n i  son t r a v a i  1 
w i t h o u t  h a v i n g  f i n i s h e d  h i s  work 
so some empi r i c a l  arguments a g a i n s t  s t r u c t u r e  (121)a .  I n  
adve rb  i s  t a k e n  t o  be a  head wh ich  t a k e s  a  s e n t e n t i a l  
I t  has o f t e n  been no ted ,  however,  t h a t  many t y p e s  o f  
i k e  t h e i r  a d j e c t i v a l  c o u n t e r p a r t s ,  a r e  unab le  t o  t a k e  
complements: 
1 2 3 )  
a.  That  man i s  m u d  o f  h i s  daugh te r  
b .  *That  man behaved p r o u d l y  o f  h i s  daugh te r  
c .  Cet hornme e s t  t i e r  de sa f i l l e  ( = a )  
d .  *Cet  homme s ' e s t  comport6 f i e r e m e n t  de sa f i l l e  C::b) 
T h i s  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  appears t o  be c o n t r a d i c t e d  p r e c i s e l y  by  t h e  
adverbs  such as  befo re  and s f t e r ,  I . e . ,  t h e  t y p e  o f  adve rbs  wh ich  can 
precede a d v e r b i a l  a d j u n c t  c l auses .  I ndeed ,  t h e s e  adverbs  s u p e r f i c i a l l y  
seem t o  be a V e  t o  t a k e  b o t h  s e n t e n t i a l  and NP complements. 
1 2 4 )  
a. He l e f t  before you a r r i v a l  
b .  He a r r i v e d  a f t e r  your depar tu re  
c. 11 e s t  p a r t i  avant t o n  a r r i v 6 e  ( = a )  
d. I 1  e s t  a r r i v 6  aprgs t o n  depar t  ( = b )  
Because o f  these p r o p e r t i e s ,  these adverbs have o f t e n  been analyzed as 
p r e p o s i t i o n s  (Emonds ( 1 9 7 6 )  Rouveret ( 1 9 7 7 )  f o r  French) .  There i s ,  
however, one problem w i t h  t h i s  proposal :  i n  c e r t a i n  respec ts ,  these 
"adve rb i a l  p r e p o s i t i o n s "  do n o t  behave l i k e  o t h e r  p r e p o s i t i o n s .  Th i s  
i s  most obv ious i n  Eng l i sh .  I n  Eng l i sh ,  most p r e p o s i t i o n s  can be 
s t randed a f t e r  WH-extract ion.  C l e a r l y ,  however, t h i c ,  i s  imposs ib le  i n  
these cases. 
( 1 2 5 )  
*Which p a r t y  d i d  you leave be fo re  
*Which show d i d  you c a l l  t h e  manager a f t e r  
*Which paper d i d  you go on vaca t i on  w i t hou t  
Kayne ( '1983) analyzes t h e  well-known i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  p r e p o s i t i o n  
s t r a n d i n g  i n  French as - invo lv ing  a d i s t i n c t i o n  betw~een t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  
o f  French and E n g l i s h  p r e p o s i t i o n s .  I n  h i s  v iew, p r e p o s i t i o n s  a re  h- 
governors i n  E n g l i s h  bu t  no t  i n  French. Thus, p r e p o ' s i t i o n  s t r a n d i n g  i n  
French leads t o  an ECP v i o l a t i o n .  There a re  severa l  ways i n  which t h i s  
p r o p o s i t i n n  cou ld  be r e a n a l y ~ e d . 6 ~  Since p r e p o s i t i a n  s t r a n d i n g  i s  no t  
----------- 
65. One p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  t o  assume t h a t  p r e p o s i t i o n  s t r a n d i n g  requ i r es  
i n c o r p o r a t i o n  ( i n t e r p r e t e d  here a long  t h e  l i n e s  suggested by M .  
Baker (1986 ) )  o f  t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  head i n t o  t h e  V .  Under t h i s  
view t h e  adve rb i a l  p r e p o s i t i o n s  l i k e  befo re  and a f t e r  cou ld  be 
bar red  f rom i n c o r p o r a t i n g  because t h e y  occur i n  some sense t o o  f a r  
o u r  concern  he re ,  we w i l l  s i m p l y  assume Kayne's p roposa l  t o  be cot-rect  
w i t h o u t  t r y i n g  t o  deduce i t  from deeper p r i n c i p l e s  (See p r e c e d i n g  
f o o t n o t e  f o r  a  p r o p o s a l ) .  Note t h a t  under t h i s  v iew,  we a r e  l e d  t o  t h e  
c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  " p r e p o s i t i o n s "  l i k e  before and a f t e r  a r e  n o t  h- 
gove rno rs .  T h i s  e x p l a i n s  why p r e p o s i t i o n  s t r a n d i n g  w i t h  t h e s e  
a d v e r b i a l  p r e p o s i t i o n s  i s  never p o s s i b l e .  Assuming a  s t r u c t u r e  such as 
1 2 1 ) a . ,  t h e r e  i s  no reason t o  assume t h a t  a-governmsnt canno t  be 
s a t i s f e d  i n  cases o f  WH-ext rac t ion ,  s i n c e  t h e  e x t r a c t e d  c o n s t i t u e n t  
can e i t h e r  move t o  t h e  Spec o f  PP o r  a d j o i n  t o  t h e  Pr3, as r e p r e s e n t e d  
i n  ( 1 2 6 ) :  
( 1 2 6 )  which p a r t y ;  d i d  you l e a v e  [ P P  t ' i  [ P F / ~ -  b e f o r e  t i ] ]  
F u r t h e r  a d j u n c t i o n  i s  p e r m i t t e d  s i n c e  i n  o u r  v iew ad . junc t i on  i s  f r e e .  
Thus a-government i s  met.  The f a i l u r e  o f  t h e  ECP can o n l y  come f r o m  a  
f a i l u r e  o f  h-government. We t h u s  assume, e x t e n d i n g  Kayne's h y p o t h e s i s ,  
t h a t  t h e  a d v e r b i a l  p r e p o s i t i o n s  a r e  n o t  h -governors ,  and t h u s  t h a t  
1 2 1 ) a .  i s  n o t  t h e  r i g h t  s t r u c t u r e .  
A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  we c o u l d  assume, a l o n g  t h e  l i n e s  o f  ( I 2 1 ) c . ,  t h a t  t h e  
apparen t  complement o f  t h e s e  a d v e r b i a l  p r e p o s i t i o n s  i s  n o t  r e a l l y  a  
c o m ~ l e m e n t .  C o n c r e t e l y ,  t h i s  would mean t h a t  t h e s e  a d v e r b i a l  
p r e p o s i t i o n s  a r e  i n  f a c t  adverbs and occu r  a d j o i n e d  t o  t h e  c l a u s e  o r  
t h e  NP t h e y  m o d i f y .  The advantage o f  such a hypothese 's  "i t h a t  when 
t h e s e  2 , d v e r b j a l s  o c c ~ r -  a l o n e ,  we do n o t  need t o  p o s i t ,  an empty 
c a t e g o r y  i n  t h e i r  complement p o s i t i o n .  I f  t h e s e  adve r 'b ia l s  were 
----------- 
- away f rom t h e  V ;  I n c o r p o r a t i o n  o f  t h e s e  p r e p o s i t i o n s  wou ld  t h u s  
l e a d  t o  an ECP v i o l a t i o n .  T h i s  h y p o t h e s i s  a l l o w s  t h e  assumpt ion  
t h a t  no p r e p o s i t i o n  i s  eve r  a h-governor ,  
i n t e r p r e t e d  as p r e p o s i t i o n s ,  as i n  (121)a. ,  t hey  would have t o  be 
i n t e r p r e t e d  as p r e p o s i t i o n s  which a re  sometimes " t r + a n s i t i v e "  and 
sometimes " i n t r a n s i t i v e " ,  Under t h e  hypo thes is  t h a t  they  a re  always 
ad jo i ned ,  such an assumption i s  unnecessary . Moreover, t h e  a d j u n c t i o n  
hypo thes is  p rov ides  an immediate exp lana t i on  f o r  why these  adve rb i a l  
p r e p o s i t i o n s  never h-govern t h e  NP they  mod i fy .  Assuming, as i s  
n a t u r a l ,  t h a t  t hey  head t h e i r  own p r o j e c t i o n s ,  t he  s t r u c t u r e  would be 
as i n  ( 1 2 7 ) :  
1 2 7 )  
N P 
/ \ 
ADVP ti 
/ \ 
ADV ' 
I 
I 
be fo re  
Under an i n t e p r e t a t i o n  o f  c-command which takes  t h e  f i r s t  p r o j e c t i o n  
t o  be r e l e v a n t ,  and n o t  t h e  f i r s t  b ranch ing  node, t h e  adverb before 
cou ld  never c-command t h e  t r a c e  o f  t h e  NP,  and thus  i t  cou ld  never h- 
govern i t .  Th i s  accounts s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  f o r  t h e  ungrammat ica l i t y  
o f  (125) .  
Re tu rn ing  now t o  t h e  case o f  s e n t e n t i a l  complements, we can assume as 
w e l l  t h a t  these p r e p o s i t i o n a l  adverbs a re  ad jo i ned  t o  t h e  c lause ,  and 
t hus  t h a t  ad junc t  c lauses have t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (121)c . ,  o r  more 
e x a c t l y  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (128) below: 
c P 
/ \ 
ADVP CP 
/ \ 
ADV ' 
1 
I 
be fo re  
We w i l l  assume t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  t o  be c o r r e c t  and t u r n  t o  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  
o f  e x t r a c t i o n s  ou t  o f  these adve rb i a l  ad j unc t  ~ l a u s e s . 6 ~  
4.4 .3 .2  Subject  e x t r a c t i o n  
(129) 
a. *Qui es- tu  p a r t i  avant que n ' a r r i v e  
Who d i d  you leave be fo re  t h a t  a r r i v e d  
[ C P  qu i  [ I P  ti [ I P  es- tu  p a r t i  [ C P  t 2 [ c p  avant [ c p  Que [ I P  t 3  [ I P  t 4  
n ' a r r i v e ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ]  
t 
I n  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  g iven  i n  (1291, l and ing  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP has no t  
occurred.  Thus, t h e  o r i g i n a l  t r a c e  o f  t h e  sub jec t  t 4  i s  n o t  h-governed 
and t h e  ECP i s  v i o l a t e d :  bu t  exc l us i on  o f  d e r i v a t i o n s  such as ( 1 2 9 )  i s  
no t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  account f u l l y  f o r  t he  ungrarnmat ica l i ty  o f  s u b j e c t  
e x t r a c t i o n  ou t  o f  ad j unc t  c lauses.  Given t he  s t r u c t u r e  we have assumed 
66.  A l though t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s e c t i o n  w i l l  be developed w i t h  t h e  
assumption t h a t  ad junc t  clauses have t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (128) ,  
n o t h i n g  c r u c i a l  r e l - i e s  on t h - i s  hypothes is .  The- s t r u c t u r e  i n  
(121)a.  cou ld  be assumed as w e l l  and eve ry th i ng  'would rema,in 
unchanged, as t h e  reader  can check f o r  h imse l f .  The o n l y  impor tan t  
assumption f o r  our  account 1s t h a t  adverbs such as before,  a f t e r ,  
and wi thou t  a re  n o t  proper  h-governors,  an assumption which i s  
independent ly  mot i va ted  by  t h e  p repos i t i on - s t r and ing  f a c t s  i n  
( 1 2 5 ) .  
f o r  a d j u . y t  c l a u s e s ,  we need t o  c o n s i d e r  a  second d e r i v a t i o n ,  namely a  
d e r i v a t i o n  i n  wh ich  l a n d i n g  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP has o c c u r r e d .  F i r s t ,  
n o t e  t h a t  t h e  que/qui a l t e r n a t i o n  does n o t  improve t h e  sentence.  
(130 )  
* Q u e l l e  f i l l e  e s - t u  p a r t i  avan t  q u i  n ' a r r l v e  
Which g i r l  d i d  you l e a v e  b e f o r e  who a r r i v e d  
The d e r i v a t i o n  of (130)  i s  g i v e n  i n  f 1 3 1 ) :  
[ C P  que l  l e  f i l l e  [IP ti [I? e s - t u  p a r t i  [ C F Z  t 2 [ c p 2  avan t  [ C P ~  t 3  q u i  
[ I P ~  t 4  n ' a r r i v e ] ] ] ] ] ] ]  
I n  ( 1 3 1 ) ,  l a n d i n g  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP has o c c u r r e d ,  t r i g g e r i n g  
complement izer  agreement and v o i d i n g  t h e  b a r r i e r h ~ c ~ d  o f  I P 2  under  L- 
mark ing .  Thus, t 4  i s  p r o p e r l y  governed and t h e  ECP i s  s a t i s f i e d .  
Aga in ,  we seem t o  p r e d i c t  w rong ly  t h a t  (130) s h o u l d  be o n l y  a 
Subjacency v i o l a t i o n .  R e c a l l ,  however, t h a t  we have assumed t h a t  t h e  
Spec o f  CP 1s a [tHR] p o s i t i o n  and t h a t  t r a c e s  i n  [+HR] p o s i t i o n s  
cannot  d e l e t e .  We t h u s  a l s o  need t o  check i f  t 3  i n  t h e  Spec o f  C? 
meets t h e  ECP. C l e a r l y ,  however, t h i s  i s  n o t  t h e  case. As we argued i n  
t h e  above s e c t i o n ,  t h e  a d v e r b i a l  avant cannot  s e r v e  as a  h-governor 
f o r  t 3 .  Moreover,  s i n c e  CP2 i s  n o t  L-marked by t h e  m a t r i x  INFL ( t h e  
head o f  CP2 does n o t  agree w i t h  INFL), i t  i s  a b a r r i e r .  Consequent ly ,  
I N F L  w i l l  n o t  be a b l e  t o  h-govern t h e  t r a c e  t s  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP. Thus 
t h e  ECP 1s v i o l a t e d  and t h e  u n g r a m m a t i c a l i t y  o f  (131) i s  accounted 
f o r .  Moreover,  g i v e n  o u r  assumpt ion t h a t  adverbs  i n t r o d u c i n g  a d j u n c t  
c l a u s e s  a r e  OPERATORS ( i n  t h e  sense g i v e n  I n  s e c t i o n  ( x x ) ) ,  t 2  w i l l  
n o t  a-govern t3 i n  t h e  Spec o f  IP, Here a g a i n  t h e  ECP i s  v i o l a t e d .  
Note  t h a t  t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  a  [+HR] p o s i t i o n  i s  
s t r u c t u r e  o f  ad junc t  c lauses i s  indeed as i n  ( 128 )  , 6 7  then  we know of  
no o t h e r  theory  o f  t he  ECP which i s  ab le  t o  account f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
t h e  que/qui  a l t e r n a t i o n  does no t  improve t h e  e x t r a c t i o n  o f  a  s u b j e c t  
o u t  o f  an ad junc t  ~ l a u s e . ~ S I n  our  v iew,  however, t h i s .  f o l l o w s  
s t r a i g h t f o r w r d l y  f rom our  hypothes is  w i t h  no a d d i t i o n a l  s t i p u l a t i o n .  
Th i s  i n  t u r n  p rov ides  s t r ong  support  f o r  our  view. 
4 .4 .3 .3  Objec t  e x t r a c t i o n  
( 1 3 2 )  
a. ??We1  l i v r e  es- tu  p a r t i  avant de 11r 
i c h  book d i d  you leave be fo re  read ing  
Quel l i v r e  [IP t i  [ I P  es- tu  p a r t i  1 [ c p  t s [ c p  avant [ c v  de [IP 
i n  our  v iew, i s  another  t y p i c a l  case o f  an Operator  Opac i t y  
v i o l a t i o n .  We have proposed t h a t  t h e  adve rb i a l  ad jo ined  t o  CP may 
count as an OPERATOR f o r  t h e  e x t r a c t e d  WH-element. Th i s  leads t o  a 
6 7 .  I n c i d e n t a l l y ,  no te  t h a t  t h e  same conc lus ion  f o l l o w s  i n  ou r  view if 
t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  ad j unc t  c lauses i s  assumed t o  be as i n  (121)a .  
However, as we have shown, s t r u c t u r e  (121)b. ,  which would exc lude 
t h e  que/qui e f f e c t  a l t o g e t h e r ,  i s  no t  poss ib l e  f o p  French. 
68 .  Note t h a t  i n  t h i s  case, an a n a l y s i s  under which t h e  que/qut 
a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  prec luded w i t h  o b j e c t s  e x t r a c t i o n  i n  d e c l a r a t i v e  
sentences because o f  t h e  Economy p r i n c i p l e  ( c f .  f o o t n o t e  above) 
cannot account f o r  why t h e  que/qui  a l t e r n a t i o n ,  a l though  n o t  
imposs ib le ,  has no e f f e c t  on t he  grammat ica l i t ' /  of sentences such 
as (130) .  As conceived by Chomsky (19891 ,  Economy cons ide ra t i ons  
a re  always secondary t o  t h e  s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  UG p r i n c i p l e s  such as 
t h e  ECP. Thus t h e  que/qui a l t e r n a t i o n  i s  i n  f a c t  expected t o  occur  
and t o  reduce t h e  v i o l a t i o n  i n  ( 1 3 1 )  t o  a  subjacericy v i o l a t i o n ,  an 
i n c o r r e c t  p r e d i c t i o n .  
f a i l u r e  o f  a-government: t h e  t r a c e  t 3  ad j o i ned  t o  IP i s  n o t  a-governed 
by t 2 .  As we w i l l  argue i n  t h e  nex t  s e c t i o n ,  i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e s  o f  
WH-extracted arguments can d e l e t e :  thus  i n  t h i s  case, no ECP v i o l a t i o n  
w i l l  r e s u l t .  We t a k e  up t h e  v i o l a t i o n  o f  Subjacency i n  s e c t i o n  4 . 7 . 6 9  
4 . 4 . 3 . 4  Adjunc t  e x t r a c t i o n  
1 3 3 )  
a. Comment e s t - i l  p a r t i  avant que Mar ie  n ' a r r i v e  
How d i d  he leave be fo re  Mar ie  a r r i v e d  
b. [ C P  comment[~p ti [IP e s t - i l  p a r t i  [ C P  t 2  [ C P  avant [ C  que [ I ~  t 3  
[IP Mar ie  [ V P  n ' a r r i v e  t 4  I ]  I ] ] ] ] ] ]  
As w i t h  t h e  case of o b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n ,  t 4  i s  a-governed by t z .  I t  i s  
a l s o  p r o p e r l y  h-governed by  I. But f o r  t 3 ,  a-government f a i l s  due t o  
t h e  i n t e r v e n t i o n  o f  t h e  adve rb i a l  avant, an Operator  Opac i t y  inducer .  
69. There appears t o  be some suppor t  i n  French f o r  t h e  idea t h a t  t h e  
adverb may be some k i n d  o f  ope ra to r  on t h e  ad junc t  c lause ,  s i nce  
i t  a f f e c t s  t h e  c lause  i t  mod i f i es .  F i r s t ,  these! ad junc t  c lauses 
must t ake  t h e  s u b j u n c t i v e  when tensed. Second, t h e  ne o f  nega t ion  
appears i n  these sentences w i t hou t  a  nega t i ve  sense: 
( 1 )  Jean e s t  p a r t i  avant que t u  & a r r i v e s .  
Jean l e f t  be fo re  you a r r i v e d  
Th i s  nega t i ve  p a r t i c l e  has been c a l l e d  by t r a d i t i o n a l  grammarians 
an " e x p l e t i v e "  negat ion.  The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t h i s  e x p l e t i v e  
nega t ion  remains somewhat obscure; no te ,  however, t h a t  1 t  appears 
i n  t h e  complement o f  verbs w i t h  nega t i ve  meaning. 
(1 )  Je doute q u ' i l  v ienne 
I doubt t h a t  he w i l l  come 
I n  o t h e r  words, i t s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  i s  somewhat r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  nega t i ve  p o l a r i t y  i tems. T h i s  p rov i des  evidence 
t h a t  some t ype  o f  q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  may be o c c u r r i n g ,  which i n  t u r n  
p rov ides  suppor t  f o r  t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  these adverbs as ope ra to r s  
which induce Operator Opac i t y  e f f e c t s .  
I n  t h i s  case we have an a d j u n c t  chain, no t race  may be erased. 
Consequently the ECP 1s v io la ted .  
4.4 .4  Subject i s l ands  
4.4 .4 .1 ,  Subject ex t rac t i ons  
( 1 3 4 )  
*Quel homme est-ce ( l e  f a i  t )  qu'a rencontrb Marie ennui e  P ie r re?  
Which man ( the  f a c t )  t h a t  met Marie bores P i e r r e  
As i n  t he  above case o f  subject  e x t r a c t i o n  out  o f  ad junc ts ,  t he re  a re  
i n  f ac t  two de r i va t i ons  we need t o  consider and r u l e  out :  a d e r i v a t i o n  
i n  which the  ex t rac ted  subject  has not  moved i n t o  the! Spec o f  CP and a  
d e r i v a t i o n  i n  which the  ex t rac ted  subject  has moved i n t o  the  Spec o f  
CP. Let  us consider the  f i r s t  p o s s i b i l i t y .  The s t r u c t u r e  i s  given i n  
( 1 3 5 ) :  
( 135 )  [CPI quel homrne est-ce que [IP ti [ I P I  t2 [ C P ~  t 3 [cpzque [rp2 
t 4  [IPZ t s  a rencontre M a r i e ] ] ]  ennuie P i e r r e ] ] ] ]  
I n  ( 1 3 5 ) ,  the  ex t rac ted  subject  has f i r s t  adjoined t o  I P 2 ,  then t o  
CP2,  w i thout  going through the Spec o f  CP. This  d e r i v a t i o n  i s  ru led  
out  as a s t ra igh t fo rward  ECP v i o l a t i o n .  Since passage through Co has 
not  occurred, I P 2  remains a  b a r r i e r ,  and the t race  t d  i n  the  Spec of 
IP2  w i l l  no t  be h-governed. Since t 4  1s the o r i g i n a l  t r ace ,  i t  w i l l  
no t  de le te  a t  LF. 
L e t  us t u r n  now t o  t h e  second d e r i v a t i o n ,  where t h o  e x t r a c t e d  sub jec t  
has moved th rough t h e  Spec o f  CP. As shown i n  (1361,  sub jec t  
e x t r a c t i o n  does n o t  get  any b e t t e r ,  desp i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  que/qui 
a l t e r n a t i o n  has app l i ed :  
1 3 6 )  
*We1 homme est -ce que [ q u i  a  rencontt-6 Mar ie ]  e n n i ~ i e  P i e r r e  
Which man t h a t  who met Mar ie  bores P i e r r e  
(136) has t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (137;): 
(137) [ C P I  quel  homme est -ce que [ I P I  ti [ I P I  [ C P ~  t 2  [ C P S  t s  [ c -  qu i  
L i p 2  t 4  a  rencontr-4 M a r i e ] ] ]  ennuie P i e r r e ] ] ] ]  
I n  (137),  s i nce  t h e  que/qui  a l t e r n a t i o n  has app l ied ,  IP2 i s  no t  a  
b a r r i e r .  The Agreement P r i n c i p l e  i s  s a t i s f i e d :  t h e  t r a c e  i n  t h e  Spec 
o f  CP2 agrees w i t h  Co, which i n  t u r n s  agrees w i t h  t h e  head o f  IP2. 
Thus, t 4  can be bo th  p r o p e r l y  a-governed by t 3  i n  CP2 and p r o p e r l y  h- 
governed by q u i .  The ECP i s  thus  s a t i s f i e d ,  and t he  sentence should be 
o n l y  a  Subjacency v i o l a t i o n .  C l e a r l y ,  g iven  t h e  severe 
ungramrnat ica l i ty  o f  (136),  t h i s  1s t h e  wrong r e s u l t .  
We see two p o s s i b l e  ways o f  s o l v i n g  t h i s  problem. F i r s t ,  we cou ld  
assume t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  i n  f a c t  occupied by some i n v i s i b l e  
element which i s  t h e  s i l e n t  equ i va len t  o f  NPs such as t h e  f ac t ,  
commonly appearing w i t h  sub jec t  sentences. I n  t h i s  case, passage 
through t h e  Spec o f  CP would be forb idden,  so t h e  o n l y  p o s s i b l e  
d e r i v a t i o n  would be (135 ) .  As we have seen, t h i s  d e I r i v a t i o n  i s  r u l e d  
o u t  by t h e  ECP. Desp i te  t h e  p l a u s i b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  s o l u t i o n  we w i l l  n o t  
adopt 1  t . 
The second way, which we w i l l  adopt, i s  t o  use our assumption t h a t  t h e  
t r a c e  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP, t 3  i n  ( 1 3 7 ) ,  cannot de le te .  Le t  us observe 
t h e  r e s u l t  t h a t  t h i s  assumption w i l l  have. t 3  i s  dominated by CP2, 
which i s  a  b a r r i e r ,  s i nce  i t  i s  no t  L-marked. Thus t . 3  w i l l  f a i l  t o  be 
bo th  a-governed and p r o p e r l y  h-governed. Since, as we have assumed, CP 
can be ad jo ined  t o ,  t h e  a-government f a i l u r e  can be avoided by a 
f u r t h e r  ad junc t i on  t o  CP2. Th is  f u r t h e r  ad junc t i on  i ' s  represented i n  
Co o f  t h e  m a t r i x  sentence cannot h-govern t 3 ,  e i t h e r  
separated from t h i s  t r a c e  by t h e  IP1 b a r r i e r .  IP1 i s  
i n h e r i t a n c e  from CP2 and because t h e  agreement p r i n c  
s a t i s f i e d :  t h e  WH-element i n  CP1 does n o t  agree w i t h  
(137) by t h e  t r a c e  t 2 .  Th i s  does n o t  he lp ,  however: -t3 s t i l l  f a i l s  t o  
be h-governed. Reca l l  t h a t  t he  d e f i n i t i o n  ( x x )  o f  h-government 
d i s q u a l i f i e s  t h e  I o f  t he  m a t r i x  as a  p o t e n t i a l  h-governor f o r  t 3 ;  t 3  
i s  no t  conta ined i n  t h e  f i r s t  p r o j e c t i o n  dominat ing I ,  namely 1'. The 
, because i t  i s  
a b a r r i e r  by 
p i e  1s n o t  
t h e  head o f  IP1, 
no t  p rope r l y  11-governed. I f ,  as 
i s  w i l l  lead t o  an ECP 
i n  t h e  Spec ox CP a t  LF i s  a  
Spec o f  CP i s  a [+HR l  p o s i t i o n  
and t h a t  t r a c e s  i n  [+HR] p o s i t i o n s  do no t  de le te .  Noth ing more needs 
t o  be added, and s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  ou t  o f  sub jec t  sentences w i l l  be 
r u l e d  ou t  as ECP v i o l a t i o n s  under e i t h e r  of t h e  two d e r i v a t i o n s  we 
have considered. 
s i nce  i t  i s  no t  i t s  sub jec t . t s  i s  thus  
we have proposed, t 3  cannot de le te ,  t h  
v i o l a t i o n .  The non-delet ion o f  a  t r a c e  
consequence o f  our  hypo thes is  t h a t  t h e  
Note t h a t  t h i s  exp lana t i on  c a r r i e s  over s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  t o  E n g l i s h  
and t h e  t ha t -de le t i on  phenomenon. Sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n  f rom s u b j e c t  
i s l a n d s  i s  imposs ib le  i n  Eng l i sh  as w e l l .  P a r a l l e l  t o  t h e  French 
cases, however, t h e  d e l e t i o n  o f  t h a t  does no t  improve t h e  s e n t e n ~ e . 7 ~  
a.*Which mani d i d  Mary t h i n k  t h a t  [ t h a t  ti w i l l  l eave ]  bo the rs  Mary. 
b.* Which man+ d i d  Mary t h i n k  t h a t  [ t i  w i l l  l eave ]  bo the rs  Mary 
(138)a.  i s  a  t y p i c a l  i ns tance  o f  t h e  t h a t - t  e f f e c t .  But i n  (138)b., 
t h a t  has d e l e t e d  so t h a t  one would expect  a-government t o  be s a t i s f i e d  
f o r  t h e  o r i g i n a l  t r a c e  o f  t h e  sub jec t .  Consider the  s t r u c t u r e  o f  
(139)  . . .+ h i n k s [ c p i  [ c -  t h a t  [ I P I  [ C P Z  ti [cv f> [ I P Z  t z . . .  
I n  t h e  Bar r ie rs  framework, ti can a-govern t 2 ,  so sentence (138) 
shou ld  l ead  t o  a  mere Subjacency v i o l a t i o n .  C l e a r l y ,  t h i s  i s  t h e  wrong 
r e s u l t .  The same wrong r e s u l t  o b t a i n s  i n  R i z z i ' s  t heo ry .  Indeed, 
d e l e t i o n  of t h a t  i n  h i s  view means t h a t  an agree ing  complement izer 
occupies t h e  head o f  C O .  If so, h-government o f  t h e  o r i g i n a l  s u b j e c t  
t r a c e  w i l l  o b t a i n ,  so aga in  t h e  sentence shou ld  v i o l a t e  o n l y  
Subjacency. I n  our  approach, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h a t - d e l o t i o n  does no t  h e l p  
f o l l o w s  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  from t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  a  
[+HR] p o s i t i o n  and t h a t  t r a c e s  i n  [+HR] p o s i t i o n s  cdnnot d e l e t e  and 
t h u s  must s a t i s f y  t h e  ECP. 
s 
7 0 .  The ungrammat ica l i t y  o f  t h e  E n g l i s h  case may be r u l e d  o u t  
independent ly  because, as i s  known, t h e  t h a t  i n  a  s u b j e c t  c lause 
must always be p resen t .  I f ,  as suggested b y - S t o w e l l ,  t h a t - d e l e t i o n  
i s  l i m i t e d  by t h e  ECP, then  no m a t t e r  what happens w i t h  s u b j e c t  1 
e x t r a c t i o n  t h e  ECP w i l l  be v i o l a t e d .  Note t h a t  t h e  idea  t h a t  t h e  3 
t h e  d e l e t i o n  o f  t h e  complementizer i s  governed by t h e  ECP i s  i n  I 
c o n f l i c t  with Chornsky's proposal  t h a t  t h e  de le t - i on  o f  tha t  f o l l o w s  
from t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  F u l l  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  (see KNOL). 
1 
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4 .4 .4 .2  Object e x t r a c t i o n  
(140 )  
? ?  un l i v r e  que j e  pense que l i r e  1e s o i r  donne des cauchemars 
a  book t h a t  I t h i n k  t h a t  read ing  a t  n i g h t  g i ves  nightmares 
(141 ) .  .. [CP que [ I P I  ti [ I P I  [ C P ~  t 2  [ c p z *  [ 1 ~ 2  t 3  [ I P Z  PRO l i r e  t 4  
l e  s o i r  1111 donne des cauchemars] ] ]  
I n  ( 1 4 1 )  t 4 ,  t h e  o r i g i n a l  t r a c e  o f  t h e  o b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n ,  1s both a- 
governed and p r o p e r l y  h-governed, Consequently, t h e  ECP 1s s a t i s f i e d .  
The m a r g i n a l i t y  o f  t h i s  sentence i s  due t o  a  Subjacency v i o l a t i o n .  We 
d iscuss  t h i s  i n  s e c t i o n  4.7 .  
4 .4 .4 .3  Adjunct e x t r a c t i o n  
Th is  case has been s t u d i e d  i n  d e t a i l  i n  t h e  p rev ious  sec t i on .  We r e f e r  
t h e  reader  t o  t h i s  p rev i ous  d i scuss ion ,  
4.4.5  CNPC i s l a n d  
We w i l l  l i m i t  ou r  d i cuss i on  t o  cases o f  nominal complements s i nce ,  as 
we mentioned e a r l i e r ,  t h e  case of r e l a t i v e  c lauses i s  i n  f a c t  mos t l y  
-?. 
p a r a l l e l  t o  cases o f  WH-islands. 
4 .4 .5 .1  Sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n  
As above f o r  cases o f  e x t r a c t i o n  ou t  o f  ad j unc t  i s l a n d s  and s u b j e c t  
i s l a n d s ,  we need t o  cons ider  two d e r i v a t i o n s :  one which i n v o l v e s  no 
passage th rough  t h e  Spec o f  CP and leads t o  t h e  unqrammatical sentence 
( 1 4 2 ) ,  and one which i n v o l v e s  a passage th rough  the! Spec o f  CP,  
t r i g g e r i n g  Co agreement, and leads t o  t h e  ungrammatical sentence 
( 1 4 2 )  
*Qui as- tu  entendu l a  rumeur que a l l a i t  demknager 
Who d i d  you hear t h e  rumor t h a t  was go ing  t o  move 
( 1 4 3 )  
*Qui as - tu  entendu l a  rumeur qu i  a l l a l t  d6m6nager 
Who d i d  you hear t h e  rumor who was go ing  t o  move 
R e c a l l  t h a t  we have assumed t h a t  t h e  s e n t e n t i a l  complement i s  ad jo i ned  
t o  t h e  NP, f o l l o w i n g  a proposal  by S towe l l  (1981)  and Grimshaw 
( f o r t hcom ing ) .  We have a l s o  assumed, f o l l o w i n g  a proposal  by B e l l e t t i  
and R i z z i ,  t h a t  t h e  upper segment o f  an a d j u n c t i o n  zou ld  i n h e r i t  
ba r r ie rhood .  We repeat  here t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  g iven  i n  4 . 2 . 2 . 5 :  
(144) T,a segment o f  an XP, i s  a b a r r i e r  f o r  I3 i f f  
T dominates 5 ,  
5 a non-L-marked BC f o r  (3. 
The d e r i v a t i o n  o f  ( 1 4 2 )  i s  g i ven  below: 
(145) [ cp i  q u i  [IPI ti [IPI as - tu  entendu [NP  t 2  [ N P  [ N P  l a  rumeur] I i 
[ C P Z  t 3  [ C P Z  que [IPZ t 4  a l l a i t  d6m6nager]11111]1 
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t h e  Spec o f  CP t r i g g e r s  CO agreement. Consequently, C0 cannot L-mark 
IP2,  IP2 remains a  b a r r i e r ,  and t 4  w i l l  f a i l  t o  be p r o p e r l y  h- 
governed. The ECP i s  thus  v i o l a t e d .  
The d e r i v a t i o n  o f  ( 1 4 3 )  i s  g i ven  below: 
( 1 4 6 )  [ c p i  qu i  [ I P I  t i [ I P I  as- tu  entendu [ N P  t 2  [ u p  [ N P  l a  rumeur] 
[ C P ~  t 3  [ C P Z  t 4  q u i  [IPS t s  a l l a i t  d 6 m 6 n a g e r l ] ] l ] ] ] ]  
I n  ( 1 4 6 ) ,  passage through t h e  Spec o f  CP has occurred;  t h e  Agreement 
P r i n c i p l e  i s  s a t i s f i e d  so t h a t  t h e  t r a c e  t 4  i s  a-governed and p r o p e r l y  
h-governed, s i nce  IP2 i s  no t  a  b a r r i e r .  But r e c a l l  t h a t ,  as we have 
assumed above ( f o l l o w i n g  Chomksy ( 1 9 8 9 ) ) ,  t r a c e s  i n  I ' t H R ]  p o s i t i o n s  
cannot de le te .  We thus  need t o  check whether t h e  ECP i s  s a t i f i e d  f o r  
t 3 ,  t h e  t r a c e  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP. Both t h e  upper segment o f  t h e  NP and 
CP2 a re  b a r r i e r s .  Consequently, t 3  cannot be p r o p e r l y  h-governed by 
t h e  m a t r i x  verb,  and t h e  ECP i s  v i o l a t e d .  Here again  an ECP v i o  
occurs  under e i t h e r  d e r i v a t i o n  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n .  
The proposed a n a l y s i s  has i n t e r e s t i n g  consequences f o r  Eng l i sh .  
t h e  case o f  sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n  f rom s u b j e c t  sentences., we p r e d i c t  t h a t  
t h e  d e l e t i o n  o f  t h e  that  complementizer should  have r o  e f f e c t  on t h e  
ungrarnmat ica l i ty  of t h e  sentence. Th i s  p r e d i c t i o n  i s  co r robo ra ted  by 
t h e  f a c t s  and has, t o  our  knowledge, so f a r  remained unexpla ined.  
1 4 7 )  
* who d i d  you hear t h e  rumor t h a t  l e f t  
* who d i d  you hear t h e  rumor l e f t  
Th i s  aga in  f o l l o w s  f rom t h e  hypo thes is  t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  a [+HR] 
p o s i t i o n  and t h a t  consequent ly  a t r a c e  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP cannot be 
de le ted .  
I t  cou ld  be argued t h a t  t h e  d e l e t i o n  o f  that  i s  independent ly  
f o rb i dden  and t h a t  t h e  s e v e r i t y  of t h e  u n g r a m m a t i ~ ~ a l i t y  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  
e x t r a c t i o n  i s  s imp ly  due t o  t h e  added and independent m a r g i n a l i t y  o f  
t h e  t ha t -de le t i on .  But cons ider  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  paradigm: 
(148) 
a. ?Who d i d  you hear t h e  rumor t h a t  John saw 
b .  ? ?  Who d i d  you hear t h e  rumor John saw 
c. *Who d i d  you hear t h e  rumor saw John 
As we show below, i n  t h e  case of o b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  o u t  o f  CNP, t h e  ECP 
1s s a t i f i e d ,  so t h a t  i n  (148)a.  and b. o n l y  Subjacemncy 1s v i o l a t e d .  
(148)b. i s  d i s t i n c t l y  worse than (148)a. ;  t h i s  more severe m a r g i n a l i t y  
i s  no doubt due t o  the  d e l e t i o n  of that .  However, (148)b.  remains 
d i s t i n c t l y  b e t t e r  than  ( 1 4 8 ) ~ .  T h i s  c o n t r a s t  remains unexpla ined i f  i t  
i s  assumed t h a t  ( 1 4 8 ) ~ .  v i o l a t e s  o n l y  Subjacency and whatever 
c o n d i t i o n  i s  assumed t o  prevent  t h a t - d e l e t i o n  i n  t h i s  con tex t .  Under 
our  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  c o n t r a s t  1s expected, s i n c e  ( 1 4 8 ) ~ .  v i o l a t e s  t h e  
EC?. 
4.4 .5 .2  Object e x t r a c t i o n  
( 1 4 9 )  
Qu1 c r o i s - t u  l a  rurneur que Jean a  rencon t re?  
Who do you b e l i e v e  t h e  rumor t h a t  Jean met 
(150) [ C P I  q u i  [ I P I  t i  [ I P I  c r o i s - t u  [ N P  t 2  [ u p  [ N P  l a  rurneur] [ C P ~  t 3  
[ C P ~  que [ I P ~  t 4  [IPZ Jean a  rencon t r6  t 5 ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ]  
I n  (150)  t h e  ECP i s  s a t i s f i e d ,  s i nce  t 5  i s  a-governed by t 4  and 
p r o p e r l y  h-governed by t h e  V = rencontr-4. Th i s  case o f  o b j e c t  
e x t r a c t i o n  i s  p a r a l l e l  t o  t h e  case o f  o b j e c t  e x t r a c t ' i o n  o u t  o f  sub jec t  
i s l a n d s .  
4.4 .5 .3  Adjunct e x t r a c t i o n  
Th i s  case has been d iscussed i n  d e t a i l  i n  s e c t i o n  4 . 2 . 2 . 4 .  We thus 
r e f e r  t h e  reader t o  t h i s  s e c t i o n  and do no t  repeat  t k e  ana l ys i s .  
4 .4 .5 .4  Conclus ion 
Th i s  concludes our  d i scuss ion  o f  t h e  theory  o f  t he  ECP. 
L e t  us summarize b r i e f l y .  I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  we have mad? two new 
proposals :  
1 )  We have proposed a  new d e f i n i t i o n  of L-marking, which we repeat  
here f o r  convenience: 
a L-marks 13 i f f  
( 1 )  a c-commands 0 and 
C i i )  a i s  a  l e x i c a l  XO o r  
(1.11) i f  a i s  a  f u n c t i o n a l  X O ,  t hen  a agrees w i t h  5 ,  5 
t h e  head o f  0 
2 )  We have proposed t h a t  a t r a c e  i n  t h e  Spec of CP does n o t  d e l e t e  
because i t  i s  a t r a c e  i n  a [ + H R l  p o s i t i o n .  This hypo thes is ,  which i s  a 
n a t u r a l  consequence o f  our  assumption t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  a  [+HR] 
p o s i t i o n ,  a l l ows  us t o  e x p l a i n  why t h e  que/qui a l t e r n a t i o n  and that-  
d e l e t i c i  do n o t  p reven t  an ECP v i o l a t i o n  i n  t h e  case o f  s u b j e c t  
e x t r a c t i o n  f rom a l l  t h e  cases o f  i s l a n d s  we have reviewed, a  f a c t  l e f t  
unexpla ined i n  o t h e r  approaches t o  t h e  ECP. I n  t u r n ,  t h e  elegance o f  
t h i s  exp lana t i on  p rov i des  s t r o n g  suppor t  f o r  ou r  hypo thes is  t h a t  t h e  
Spec o f  CP i s  a  [+HR]  p o s i t i o n .  I n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s e c t i o n ,  we r e t u r n  t o  
t h e  problems we r a i s e d  a t  t h e  beg inn ing  o f  t h i s  chap te r ,  and we show 
t h a t  t h e  t heo ry  of ECP we have developed c o r r e c t l y  accounts f o r  these  
problems. 
4 . 5  Consequences 
4.5.1  Solutions 
I n  t h e  p rev ious  
We saw t h a t  t h e  
c rea tes  no p a r t  
sec t i ons  we o u t l i n e d  t h e  t heo ry  o f  t h e  ECP we 
hypo thes is  t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  a [+HR] pos 
i c u l a r  problem f o r  r e g u l a r  cases o f  e x t r a c t i o n  
propose. 
i t i o n  
. On t h e  
" .  
c o n t r a r y ,  we showed t h a t  t h i s  assumption a l l ows  a  n a t u r a l  e  
f o r  t h e  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t he  que/qui e f f e c t  i n  o b j e c t  and a d j u n c t  
e x t r a c t i o n  f rom i n t e r r o g a t i v e  c lauses,  a  f a c t  which up t o  now has 
remained unexplained. Moreover, we showed t h a t  t y p i c a l  cases of  i s l a n d  
v i o l a t i o n s  a re  e l e g a n t l y  accounted f o r  by our  proposed d e f i n i t i o n  of 
t h e  ECP and t h a t  t he  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  que/qm e f f e c t  does no t  p reven t  an 
ECP v i o l a t i o n  i n  cases of sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n  f rom i s l a n d s  f o l l o w s  
n a t u r a l l y  from our assumptions. 
I t  i s  t ime  now t o  r e t u r n  t o  t h e  t h r e e  problems we r a i s e d  a t  t h e  
beg inn ing  of t h i s  chapter  ( s e c t i o n  4 . 1 . 2 )  and t o  assess t h e  
consequences o f  our  assumptions f o r  a  s o l u t i o n  t o  these problems. We 
repeat  them here f o r  convenience. 
A .  The i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e  problem 
B. The weak crossover  problem 
C.  The long-d is tance NP movement problem 
Problem A ,  i s  e l e g a n t l y  so lved ,  as we have seen. As i^e proposed i n  
chap te r  2 ,  t h e  movement f rom an ad jo i ned  p o s i t i o n ,  i . e . ,  a  [-HR] 
p o s i t i o n ,  t o  a  [+HR] p o s i t i o n  i s  a  case o f  improper movement. I n  ou r  
t h e o r y ,  I P  i s  a b a r r i e r  and must be ad jo i ned  t o  i n  a l l  cases o f  
complement e x t r a c t i o n  and ad junc t  e x t r a c t i o n .  Thus i n  a l l  these cases, 
l and ing  i n  t h e  Spec of  CP i s  made imposs ib le  s i nce  t h e  movement always 
proceeds from an ad jo i ned  p o s i t i o n .  Movement w i l l  i n v o l v e  an 
a d j u n c t i o n  t o  CP ins tead .  Movement t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  o n l y  a l lowed 
--. 
from a [ + H R ]  p o s i t i o n ,  namely t h e  immediate sub jec t  p o s i t i o n  dominated 
by t h e  CP t o  which movement occurs .  Here movement does no t  v i o l a t e  t h e  
improper movement c o n d i t i o n  s i nce  t h i s  i s  a case o f  movement f rom a  
[ + H R J  p o s i t i o n  t o  another  [+HRJ p o s i t i o n .  
A s  we noted i n  t h e  p rev i ous  s e c t i o n ,  t h i s  view makes t h e  c o r r e c t  
p r e d i c t i o n  t h a t  t h e  que/qui phenomenon (and o b l i g a t o r y  t h a t - d e l e t i o n )  
w i l l  o n l y  occur  i n  t h e  complementizer immediately dom'fnat'ing t h e  
s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  s i t e .  F u r t h e r  movement o f  a  s u b j e c t  across a  
complementizer w i l l  i n v o l v e  a d j u n c t i o n  t o ,  n o t  a  passage th rough ,  t h e  
Spec o f  CP. Passage th rough  t h e  Spec o f  CP would "in t h i s  l a t t e r  case 
a l s o  v i o l a t e  t h e  improper movement c o n d i t i o n .  Thus we c o r r e c t l y  
p r e d i c t  t h e  g rammat i ca l i t y  of (153)a.  and t h e  ungrammat ica l i t y  of 
( 153 )  
a.Qui as- tu  d i t  P i e r r e  pensa i t  q u i  d e v r a i t  v e n i r  a sa 
s o l  r6e 
Who d i d  you say t h a t  P i e r r e  thought  who would come t o  h i s  p a r t y  
b.*Qui as- tu  d i t  oyi P i e r r e  p e n s a i t  qu1 d e v r a i t  v e n i r  A sa 
s o i  r 6e  
Who d i d  you say who P i e r r e  though t  would come t o  h i s  p a r t y  
Problem B. a l s o  has an easy s o l u t i o n .  We have come t o  t h e  conc lus i on  
t h a t  long-d is tance  movement (except  f o r  s u b j e c t s )  always i n v o l v e s  an 
a d j u n c t i o n  t o  CP. Consequently, t h e r e  w i l l  be no i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e  i n  
a  [+HR] p o s i t i o n  which can serve t o  b i n d  a  pronominal  and r e p a i r  
p o t e n t i a l  WCO v i o l a t i o n s .  The ques t ion  t h u s  no l onge r  a r i s e s  f o r  
ad junc t  and o b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n s .  
Wi th  regard  t o  sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n ,  t h e  ques t i on  1s s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t .  
Sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n ,  as we have shown, does i n v o l v e  passage th rough  t h e  
Spec o f  CP. The o n l y  case where t h i s  cou ld  c r e a t e  a problem would be 
i 
1 
I 
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t h a t  i n  which t h e  ex t rac ted  sub jec t  b inds  a pronoun i n  an adve rb ia l  
express ion ad jo ined  t o  I P .  Le t  us cons ider  such a case: 
(154) 
Q ~ i i  c r o i s - t u  q u i ,  avant que sai  mere ne vienne, vci 
ranger sa chambre. 
Who do you t h i n k  who, before h i s  mother comes, w i l - l  c lean  h i s  
room 
The p r e d i c t i o n  of our  approach i s  t h a t  ( 1 5 4 )  should n o t  be a WCO 
v i o l a t i o n .  I t  seems t o  us t h a t  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t  and t h a t  t h e  possessive 
pronoun sa can be bound by q u i .  However, t h e  adve rb ia l  i s  c l e a r l y  a  
p a r e n t h e t i c a l  express ion.  I t  remains unc lear  how b i n d i n g  f u n c t i o n s  i n  
t h i s  t ype  o f  express ion;  t he  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  coreference i s  q u i t e  may be 
due t o  independent f a c t o r s .  A study of t he  b i nd ing  p r o p e r t i e s  i n  
p a r e n t h e t i c a l s  i s  beyond t h e  scope o f  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n ;  we w i l l  t hus  
no t  d iscuss  it any f u r t h e r .  So a l though (154) does na t  p rov ide  
r e l i a b l e  evidence f o r  our  p o i n t  o f  view, i t  does n o t  c o n t r a d i c t  i t ,  
e i t h e r .  
We have n o t  y e t  discussed problem C.  We t u r n  t o  i t  i~nmed l a t e  
4.5 .2  Super - ra is ing  
Le t  us f i r s t  cons ider  r e g u l a r  cases o f  Super - ra is ing  such as (155).  
(155) 
* Jean semble q u ' i l  a  k t 6  cons ider6 @ t r e  i n t e l l i g e n t .  
Jean seems t h a t  he was considered t o  be i n t e l l i g e n t  
(156) [IPI Jean semble [ C P  t i [ C P  que [ I P ~  11 a 6 t e  [ F P  t 2  [ V P  t 3  
cons id6re [IPS t 4  e i r e  i n t e l l i g e n t ] ] ] ] ] ] ]  
presumably AGR-0, "  and 2 )  a  case where 
i n s i d e  t h e  VP. I n  t h e  f i r s t  case, s i n c e  
moved head does no t  count as a  D-Minima 
b a r r i e r  and t h e  NP can move t o  t h e  spec 
p r o j e c t i o n  t o  which t h e  pas t  p a r t i c i p l e  
R e c a l l  t h a t  i n  s e c t i o n  3 . 3 . 5 . 1 ,  we opted f o r  a  ve r s i on  o f  M i n i m a l i t y  . . 
which we have c a l l e d  Dynamic M i n i m a l i t y .  Since we a re  concerned here 
w i t h  NP movement, D-Min ima l i t y  i s  r e l e v a n t .  Consider f i r s t  t h e  
movement o f  t h e  NP f rom i t s  o r i g i n a l  sub jec t  p o s i t i o n  t o  t h e  
i n t e rmed ia te  c lause.  There a re  two cases t o  cons ider :  1)  a  case where 
t h e  pas t  p a r t i c i p l e  has r a i s e d  t o  some f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n ,  
t h e  pas t  p a r t i c i p l e  remains 
we assumed tha t  t h e  t r a c e  o f  a 
i t y  inducer ,  VP w i l l  n o t  be a 
i f f l e r  o f  t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  
has moved. I n  t h e  second case, 
VP w i l l  remain a  b a r r i e r .  Note, however, t h a t  i n  (1561, as i n  any case 
i n  which NP movement i s  a l lowed,  t h e  Spec of VP i s  l o t  a  @ - p o s i t i o n .  
-Thus, movement t o  t h e  Spec o f  VP 1s p o s s i b l e  and 0 -M in ima l i t y  can be 
circumvented. The second case i s  t h e  one represented i n  ( 1 5 6 ) ,  w i t h  t 3  
i n  t h e  Spec o f  VP. Consider nex t  t h e  movement f rom t h e  Spec o f  VP o r  
t h e  Spec o f  AGR-0 t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP. I n  (1561, s i nco  t h e  head o f  AGR-S 
i s  occupied by a  l e x i c a l  a u x i l i a r y ,  AGRP-S i s  a  D-M-inimal i ty b a r r i e r  
f o r  t 3 .  Moreover, s i nce  t h e  s p e c i f i e r  of AGR-S i s  occupied by t h e  
o v e r t  e x p l e t i v e ,  l a n d i n g  i n  t h i s  Spec i s  imposs ib le  and t h e  D- 
M i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r  cannot be escaped. Consequent ly,  t h e  t r a c e  t 3  
cannot be antecedent-governed. S ince t 3  i s  i n  a  [+HP] p o s i t i o n ,  i t  
cannot d e l e t e ,  and t h e  ECP i s  v i o l a t e d .  Th i s  accounts 
s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  f o r  the  ungrammat ica l l t y  o f  (155) .  
----------- 
71.  See Chapter I1 2 . 4 . 2 ,  f o r  arguments t h a t  t h i s  i s  p o s s i b l e  1n 
French. 
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Although t h i s  account o f  supe r - r a i s i ng  f o l l o w s  s imp ly  f rom o u r  
assumptions, i t r a i s e s  a  number o f  d e l i c a t e  and i n t e r e s t i n g  ques t ions  
about t he  r e l e v a n t  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  D-Min ima l i t y ,  Consider a language i n  
which t h e  ve rb  does no t  r a i s e  t o  AGR-S a t  S - s t r uc tu re ,  such as 
Eng l i sh .  I f  every  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  counts  as a  D-Min imal i ty  
inducer ,  then an account o f  supe r - r a i s i ng  a long  t h e  l i n e s  o f  t h e  one 
g iven  f o r  t h e  French cases i s  a v a i l a b l e  i n  Eng l i sh  as w e l l :  AGR-S w i l l  
induce a  D-Minirnal i ty b a r r i e r  which cannot be escaped, s i nce  i t s  
s p e c i f i e r  i s  occupied by t h e  e x p l e t i v e .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  we 
assume a  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  D-Minirnal i ty i n  which o n l y  this t h e  l e x i c a l l y  
f i l l e d  heads count as D-Min ima l i t y  inducers ,  D-Min in ia l i ty  w i l l  no t  
account f o r  t h e  Eng l i sh  cases o f  supe r - r a i s i ng .  I t  thus  appears t h a t  
an account o f  super r a i s i n g  f o r ces  a cho ice  i n  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  D- 
M i n i m a l i t y  toward an approach i n  which a l l  f u n c t i o n a l  heads, whether 
l e x i c a l l y  f i l l e d  o r  n o t ,  induce a D-Min i rna l i ty  b a r r i e r .  Reca l l ,  
however, t h a t  i n  our  d i scuss ion  o f  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  D-Min imal i ty  i n  
s e c t i o n  3 . 3 . 5 . 1 ,  a  c r u c i a l  hypo thes is  i s  t h a t  t r a c e s  o f  heads a re  
never D-Min ima l i t y  inducers .  Given t h i s  hypo thes is ,  which i s  c r u c i a l  
t o  our  account o f  o b j e c t  movement, t h e r e  i s  a  poss ib l e  d e r i v a t i o n  
under which D-Min ima l i t y ,  even under a  d e f i n i t i o n  which takes  a l l  
f u n c t i o n a l  heads t o  be r e l e v a n t ,  would no t  su f f i ce  t o  account f o r  
cases o f  supe r - r a i s i ng  i n  a  language l i k e  Eng l i sh  where t h e  V does n o t  
r a i s e .  Consider t h e  f o l l o w i n g  case o f  supe r - r a i s i ng  I n  Eng l i sh :  
. ( 1 5 7 )  *Johni 1s l i k e l y  [ c p  i t seems [ I P  ti t o  be i n t e l l i g e n t ] ]  
The verb  seefis, a s  has been es tab l i shed  by Po l l ock  (1989 )  on t h e  bas i s  
of t h e  placement o f  nega t ion ,  does no t  r a i s e  t o  I a t  S -s t r uc tu re  i n  
Engl ish.  Consider now a  d e r i v a t i o n  where a f f i x - l o w s r i n g  has occurred 
i n  t he  in termediate clause p r i o r  t o  the  r a i s i n g  o f  t he  NP John.'? I n  
t h i s  case, on ly  t races  o f  f unc t i ona l  p ro jec t i ons  remain, and 
consequently none o f  t he  func t i ona l  p r o j e c t i o n s  w i l l  induce a  D- 
M i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r .  This  d e r i v a t i o n  i s  schemat ica l ly  represented i n  
1 5 8 ) :  
1 5 8 )  [ C P I  [IP Johni i s  l i k e l y  [ c p 2  t"i [cs  f [ A G R P - s  i t  [ A G R - ~ -  ti< 
[ T P  t j  [ A G R P - o  t h  [ V P  [seems AGR-Oh/Tj/AGR-S k ]  [I P t ' i  t o  be 
Now, the  quest ion a r i s e s  o f  what b locks super - ra is ing  i n  these cases. 
There i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  an answer t o  t h i s  problem. Recal l  t h a t  we have 
assumed t h a t  an empty CO (represented i n  (158)  by $ 1 )  can L-mark the  
complement o f  CP (here AGRP-S) i f  and on ly  i f  i t  agrees w i t h  head o f  
t h i s  complement. Th is  cond i t i on  i s  not  f u l f i l l e d  i r  (158): AGR-S 
agrees w i t h  the  e x p l e t i v e  it, wh i le  CO agrees w i t h  the  t r a c e  o f  John 
i n  t he  Spec of CP. AGR-S and CO can thus be assumed t o  bear d i f f e r e n t  
indexes. As a  consequence, CO w i l l  not  be able t o  L-mark AGRP-S, which 
w i l l  remain a b a r r i e r ,  thus prevent ing t" i n  the Spec o f  C P ~  t o  
antecedent-govern t ' i ,  the o r i g i n a l  t r a c e  ( o r  t he  t r a c e  i n  t h e  Spec o f  
A t  f i r s t  glance i t  appears t h a t  such a d e r i v a t i o n  could be blocked 
by the  s t r i c t  cyc le:  lower ing occurs i n  the  in termediate clause 
p r i o r  t o  t he  movement o f  t he  NP form the  lower clause. This  i s  no t  
necessary, however. The NP could move from the  lower clause t o  
the  Spec of t he  VP headed by seems p r i o r  t o  a f f i x - l ower ing .  Under 
such a  d e r i v a t i o n  t h e  s t r i c t  cyc le  i s  no t  v i o l a t e d  and the  
d e r i v a t i o n  o u t l i n e d  i n  (158) remains -possible. I n  (158) we have 
ommitted the  t r a c e  o f  t h e  NP w i t h i n  the  VP so as not  t o  complicate 
the  representat ion o f  the  de r i va t i on .  This  p o s s i b i l i t y ,  however, 
must be kept i n  mind. 
t h e  VP seems) and t ' ( 1 ) t o  be head-governed. Thus again  ECP i s  
v i o l a t e d .  
The conc lus ions  we can draw f rom t h i s  d i scuss ion  a re  t h e  f o l l ow ing :  
Whi le  i t  seemed a t  f i r s t  t h a t  an account o f  t h e  supe r - r a i s i ng  cases i n  
2 I 
a  language l i k e  E n g l i s h  would f avo r  a  " r i g i d  d e f i n i t i o n "  o f  D- id r k  
M i n i m a l i t y  (where a11 f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  count as D-Min i rna l i ty  
i nduce rs ) ,  i t  appears, g iven t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  i n  ( l 5 8 ) ,  t h a t  even such a  
d e f i n i t i o n  i s  i n s u f f i c i e n t  t o  make D-Min ima l i t y  t h e  so le  f a c t o r  of t h e  
ungrammat ica l i t y  o f  cases o f  supe r - r a i s i ng  such as (157) .  We conclude 
t h a t  cases o f  super- ra isng remain i n  f a c t  n e u t r a l  w i t h  regard  t o  t h e  
problem we r a i s e d  i n  s e c t i o n  3.3.5.1 A propos o f  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  D- 
M i n i m a l i t y .  Assuming t h a t  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  which a re  n o t  
l e x i c a l l y  f i l l e d  do no t  count as D-Min imal i ty  inducers l  we can s t i l l  
r u l e  o u t  t h e  cases o f  supe r - r a i s i ng  because o f  t h e  lack o f  agreement 
between AGR-S and CO. I n  o t h e r  words, i t  1s c l e a r  t h a t  whatever t h e  
cho ice  i n  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  D-Min ima l i t y  ( a l l  f u n c t i o n a l  heads count 
as D-Min ima l i t y  inducers  o r  o n l y  l e x i c a l l y  f 
r a i s i n g  cases o f  t h e  t ype  i n  ( 1 5 6 )  and (158 )  
t heo ry .  They a re  excluded e i t h e r  by D-Minima 
l ack  o f  agreement between C O  and AGRP-S. 
i 1  l e d  he~ ids )  , super- 
can be excluded i n  ou r  
1 i t y  o r  because o f  t h e  
It i s  apparent ,  then ,  t h a t  t h e  hypothes is  t h a t  t he  Spec o f  CP i s  an 
t H R ]  p o s i t i o n  r a i s e s  no p a r t i c u l a r  problems f o r  an account o f  t he  
c l a s s i c  cases o f  supe r - r a t s i ng .  
A s  we no ted  above, however, t h i s  assumption seems t o  r a i s e  problems 
f o r  s imp le r  cases o f  r a i s i n g  which a re  u s u a l l y  accounted f o r  i n  terms 
o f  improper movement. L e t  us cons ider  such a case: 
( 159 )  a , *  Jean e s t  imposs ib le  de dormi r  
. 
b . *  John i s  imposs ib le  t o  s leep  
As 1s c l e a r  from t h e  French example and i n  E n g l i s h  sentences t a k i n g  a 
tensed complement, impossible subcategor izes f o r  a CP. The s t r u c t u r e  
o f  (159) i s  as i n  (160 )  w i t h  4' be ing  an empty i n f i n - i t i v a l  
complement i zer :  
( 1 6 0 )  [IP John i s  imposs ib le  [ C P  ti [ C ' Q  [IP t z  t o  s l e e p ] ] ] ]  
Here again ,  movement t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP does no t  v i o l a t e  t h e  improper 
movement c o n d i t i o n ,  s i nce  i t  i s  movement f rom a [+HFi] p o s i t i o n  t o  a 
[tHR] p o s i t i o n .  I t  i s ,  however, n a t u r a l  t o  assume e i t h e r  1 )  t h a t  
agreement between t h e  t r a c e  i n  Spec CP and t h e  comp'lementizer i s  
imposs ib le  because o f  the na tu re  o f  t h e  i n f i n i t i v a l  cornplementizer 
( t h e r e  1s no equ i va l en t  o f  t h e  q u e / w i  a l t e r n a t i o n  "in t h e  i n f i n i t i v a l  
complementizer system i n  French ( w i t h d e ) ) ,  o r  2 )  t h a t  agreement w i t h  I 
w i l l  no t  occur s ince  an i n f i n i t i v a l  I l a cks  agreement f e a t u r e s .  Under 
e i t h e r  assumption, t h e  consequence w i l l  be t h a t  I P  -in t h e  i n f i n i t i v a l  
sentence remains a b a r r i e r ,  s i n c e  t h e  Agreement P r i n c i p l e  i s  no t  
s a t i s f i e d  and CO cannot L-mark IP . The ECP i s  v i o l a t e d ,  s i nce  t s  w i l l  
be n e i t h e r  antecedent-governed nor  p r o p e r l y  head-governed. T h i s  
accounts s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  f o r  t h e  ungrammat ica l i t y  o f  (159).  
Th i s  concludes our  cons ide ra t i on  o f  t h e  t h r e e  problems r a i s e d  a t  t h e  
ve r y  beg inn ing  o f  t h i s  sec t i on .  We can conclude t h a t  t h e  hypo thes is  
t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  a  [ t H R ]  p o s i t i o n  does no t  cause any p a r t i c u l a r  
problem, g iven  t h e  proposal  we have made f o r  a t heo ry  o f  ECP. The 
a n a l y s i s  we have p r o ~ o s e d  f o r  (160) has an i n t e r e s t i n g  consequence: i t  
a l l ows  us t o  account f o r  t h e  ungrarnmat ica l i ty  o f  sentences such as 
(161) as v i o l a t i o n s  o f  t h e  ECP. 
(161) *Who i s  i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  s leep  
Under s tandard assumptions, sentences such as (161) < i r e  accounted f o r  
as v i o l a t i o n s  o f  t he  Case f i l t e r ,  r e i n t e r p r e t e d  i n  t i i rms o f  t h e  
V i s i b i l i t y  Cond i t i on  on theta-assignernent: t h e  t r a c e  o f  t h e  e x t r a c t e d  
s u b j e c t  does no t  have CaseaT3 Given our  p roposa l ,  t h e  assumption t h a t  
a v a r i a b l e  needs Case becomes redundant f o r  these s t r u c t u r e s .  Consider 
t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  o f  (161):  
(162) Who i s  i t  p o s s i b l e  [ c p t i  [ C P  [ c ,  't' [ I P  t 2  [ t 3  t o  s l e e p ] ] ] ] ]  
The n a t u r a l  assumption we made above, t h a t  t h e  Agreement p r i n c i p l e  
cannot be s a t i s f i e d  i n  i n f i n i t i v a l  sentences, leads t o  t h e  conc lus ion  
t h a t  t h e  t r a c e  t a  w i l l  v i o l a t e  t h e  ECP. I P  w i l l  remain a  b a r r i e r  and 
t 3  w i l l  no t  be p r o p e r l y  head-governed by t h e  i n f i n i t i v a l  CO.  Given 
t h i s  ana l ys i s ,  we no longer  need t o  assume t h a t  t h e  absence o f  Case on 
t 3  i s  respons ib le  f o r  t h e  ungrammat ica l i t y  o f  (151) .  I n  a  s e c t i o n  
X X ) ,  we d iscuss f u r t h e r  the  ques t ion  of t h e  Case requi rement  on 
v a r i a b l e s .  Th is  w i l l  l ead  us t o  propose a  new a n a l y s i s  o f  Kayne's 
----------- 
7 3 .  See Eps te in  (1987) f o r  a  d i f f e r e n t  account.  
examples of Case assignment i n t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP. Before t u r n i n g  t o  
these cases, however, we w i l l  d i scuss  some i n t e r e s t i n g  f a c t s  which 
p r o v i d e  c r o s s - l i n g u i s t i c  suppor t  f o r  t h e  Agreement p r i n c i p l e ,  ou r  
d e f i n i t i o n  o f  L-marking, and  i t s  i n t e r a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  hypo thes is  t h a t  
t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  a [+HR] p o s i t i o n .  
4.5.3 Agreement i n  CP across languages 
A number o f  f a c t s  ve r y  s i m i l a r  i n  na tu re  t o  t h e  que,/qui  e f f e c t  a re  
exp lo red  by Ta ra l d  Tara ldsen ( 1 9 8 6 ) .  I n  t h i s  s e c t i o i ,  we w i l l  b r i e f l y  
rev iew some o f  these f a c t s .  As we w i l l  see, t h e y  p r o v i d e  c ross  
l i n g u i s t i c  evidence f o r  ou r  proposal  about t he  que /yu i  e f f e c t  and i t s  
i n t e r a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e  Spec O F  CP i s  a [ t H R ]  
p o s i t i o n .  
Scandinavian languages man i f es t  a  s u b j e c t / o b j e c t  asymmetry i n  s tandard 
cases o f  e x t r a c t i o n .  Consider t h e  f o l l o w i n g  parad ign:  
( 1 6 3 )  
a. V i  v e t  hvem som snakker rned M a r i t  
We know who t h a t  t a l k s  w i t h  Mary 
b . *  V i  v e t  hvem snakker med M a r i t  
We know who t a l k s  w i t h  Mary 
(164 )  
a. *V i  v e t  hvem som M a r i t  snakker med 
We know who t h a t  Mary t a l k s  w i t h  
b. V i  v e t  hvem M a r i t  snakker med 
V i  know who Mary t a l k s  w i t h  
( 162 )  shows t h a t  sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n  1s ungrammatical i f  t h e  element 
e x t r a c t i o n  i s  incompat ib le  w i t h  t h e  presence o f  sorn i n  t h e  
complementizer. As noted by Taraldsen, these f a c t s  e x a c t l y  p a r a l l e l  
t h e  que/qui e f f e c t .  As we have seen above, t h e  s w i t c h  f rom aue t o  q u i  
i s  r equ i r ed  i n  sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n  and excluded w i t h  any o the r  t ype  o f  
e x t r a c t i o n .  The a n a l y s i s  we have proposed f o r  t h e  que/qui e f f e c t  can 
be s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  extended t o  t h e  Norwegian cases. Taking sorn t o  be 
t h e  o v e r t  Norvegian ve rs i on  o f  an agree ing  [+wh] we propose t h a t  
t h e  presence o f  sorn i s  r equ i r ed  i n  cases o f  s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  t o  
pe rm i t  L-marking of t h e  I P  b a r r i e r  and head government o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  
t r a c e  by C O .  The s t r u c t u r e  f o r  ( 1 6 2 )  i s  thus :  
( 1 6 5 )  . . , . [ C P  hvem [ C P  t '  som [IP t snakker med M a r i t .  I ] ]  
R e c a l l  t h a t  I P  1s a b a r r i e r .  For t h e  s u b j e c t  t r a c e  t o  be p r o p e r l y  
head-governed, i t  i s  necessary t h a t  t h e  ba r r i e rhood  1 3 f  I P  be 
e l im ina ted :  ad junc t i on  t o  I P  would s a t i s f y  antecedent government even 
i f  I P  were t o  remain a  b a r r i e r .  But s i nce  we have assumed t h a t  head 
government i s  a  c o n d i t i o n  on ANTECEDENT-government, t h i s  w i l l  no t  be 
s u f f i c i e n t .  Head government o f  t h e  o r i g i n a l  sub jec t  t r a c e  i s  a l s o  
nedeed, and cannot o b t a i n  across a  b a r r i e r .  I n  our  v'ew, t h e  presence 
of sorn a l l ows  L-marking o f  t h e I P  b a r r i e r  and t hus  pe rm i t s  t h e  s u b j e c t  
t r a c e  t o  be head-governed and t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  ECP.  The non-occurrence 
o f  sorn w i t h  o b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  can be accounted f o r  ve ry  s imp ly .  Le t  us 
cons ider  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h i s  e x t r a c t i o n  case: 
----------- 
74 .  R i z z i  notes t h a t  sorn does no t  appear i n  cases of  l ong-d is tance  
s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  o u t  o f  a d e c l a r a t i v e  sentence. We w i l l  assume, 
f o l l o w i n g  R i z z i ,  t h a t  t he  agreement i s  s imp ly  n o t  o v e r t  i n  cases 
of [-WH] complementizers. 
( 1 6 6 )  . . .  . [ C P  hvem [T [ I P ~ I  [IP M a r i t  snakker med t z ] ] ] ]  
would remain a b a r r i e r .  
I n  h i s  a r t i c l e ,  Tara ldsen r e p o r t s  f a c t s  s im 
f o r  Swedish and West Flemish. The West Flem 
i n t e r e s t i n g  way from those o f  Norvegian and 
complement izer agreement phenomenon appears 
e x t r a c t i o n .  The West F lemish paradigm i s  as 
In t h i s  s t r u c t u r e ,  t z  i s  p r o p e r l y  antecedent-governed by ti and 
p r o p e r l y  head-governed by t h e  p r e p o s i t i o n a l  head med. Antecedent 
government and head government a re  s a t i s f i e d ,  so t h e r e  i s  no need t o  
e l i m i n a t e  t h e  ba r r i e rhood  o f  IP th rough  L-marking. l?eca11 t h a t  a t r a c e  
ad jo i ned  t o  I P  i n  ou r  system w i l l  be access ib l e  f o r  head governement 
by Co. The ECP i s  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h o u t  t h e  presence o f  som. T h i s  accounts 
f o r  t h e  g rammat i ca l l t y  o f  (164)a. Moreover, t h e  i m p o s s i b l i t y  o f  som 
w i t h  o b j e c t  o r  ad junc t  e x t r a c t i o n  i s  accounted f o r  i n  p a r a l l e l  w i t h  
t h e  i m p o s s i b l i t y  o f  q u i  i n  French: i t  i s  a case of  improper movement. 
S ince IP I s  a b a r r i e r ,  a d j u n c t i o n  i s  necessary. Movement f rom an 
ad jo i ned  p o s i t i o n  t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  r u l e d  ou t  by t h e  c o n d i t i o n  on 
improper movement. Note t h a t  even i f  t h e  o b j e c t  were' t o  land  i n  t h e  
Spec o f  CP, t h e  agreement p r i n c i p l e  would n o t  be s a t i s f i e d ,  and IP 
i l a r  t o  those o f  Norwegian 
i s h  cases d i f f e r  i n  an 
Swedish i n  t h a t  t h e  
t o  be o p t i o n a l  f o r  sub jec t  
f o l l o w s :  
1 6 7 )  
a. Den vent  d i e  gekommen i s .  
The man t h a t  come i s .  
b. Den vent  da gekommen i s .  
( 1 6 8 ) -  
a.*Den vent d i e  Pol getrokken heet 
t he  man t h a t  Paul drawn has 
b. Den ven t  da Pol get rokken heet  
As we can see, da, t h e  non-indexed complement izer,  can appear w i t h  
s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n .  Tara ldsen suggests ( f o l l o w i n g  Bennis and Haegeman) 
t h a t  t h i s  apparent o p t i o n a l i t y  i n  f a c t  r e f l e c t s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  
e x t r a c t i n g  t h e  sub jec t  d i r e c t l y  f rom a p o s i t i o n  governed by t h e  verb.  
West Flemish man i f es t s  a process o f  f r e e  sub jec t  i n v e r s i o n  i n  da- 
c lauses.  I n  ou r  v iew, t h i s  hypothes is  a l s o  makes t h e  r i g h t  p r e d i c t i o n .  
When t h e  sub jec t  i s  e x t r a c t e d  from a gove rned 'pos i t i on ,  t h e  head 
government requirement i s  s a t i s f i e d  on the  o r i g i n a l  s u b j e c t  t r a c e .  
Ad junc t i on  t o  I P  i s  then  f r e e l y  pe rm i t t ed  and t h e r e  I s  no need f o r  I P  
t o  be L-marked. The apparent o p t i o n a l i t y  o f  t h e  d i e  complernentizer f o r  
s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  can t hus  be s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  accounted f o r  i n  ou r  
approach.75 
Other  languages man i f es t  o v e r t  agreement o f  t h e i r  complementizers. 
Among these, well-known examples a re  I r i s h  (Me Closkey, Mc Closkey and 
Chung), t h e  Bantu languages (Shneider-Zioga, Carsten and K i n y a l o l o ) ,  
75.  Pushing t h i n g s  a l i t t l e  f u r t h e r ,  we can suggest t i a t  s i n c e  I t a l i a n  
does no t  man i f es t  agreement i n  i t s  complementizer, e x t r a c t i o n  form 
t h e  pos t -ve rba l  p o s i t i o n  w - i l l  always v i o l a t e  t h e  IECP. 
Consequently, i n  t h i s  language e x t r a c t i o n  from t h e  pos t -ve rba l  
p o s i t i o n  ( p o s s i b l y  t he  VP- i n te rnahubb jec t  p o s i t i o n )  i s  a-lways 
c b l  i g a t o r y .  
and Palauan (Georgeopoulos, Ha ik ) .  
languages i s  a p p a r e n t l y m o r e  camp1 
p o s s i b i l i t i e s  and i m p o s s i b i l i t i e s  
d i s s e r t a t i o n .  One f a c t ,  however, 1  
complementizer l e n i t i o n ,  a l though  
The agreement p a t t e r n  o f  t,hese 
ex and a  c a r e f u l  s tudy o f  t h e  
i s  beyond t h e  scope o f  t h i s  
s  wor th  ment ion ing .  I n  I r i s h ,  
p o s s i b l e  w i t h  bo th  sub jec t s  and 
ob jec t s ,  i s  imposs ib le  f o r  ad junc ts .  Under our  v iew,  t h i s  would be 
exp la i ned  i f  arguments i nvo l ved  movement t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP, w h i l e  
ad junc t s  such as how and why i n v o l v e d  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  CP.76 Th i s  
suggest ion makes i n t e r e s t i n g  p r e d i c t i o n s  f o r  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  
e x t r a c t i o n .  We leave  t h i s  t o p i c  f o r  f u r t h e r  research.7 '  
I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  we have d iscussed t h e  t h r e e  problem:; t h a t  we r a i s e d  a t  
t h e  beg in i ng  of chap te r  3. We concluded t h a t  t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e  
Spec o f  CP i s  a  [tHR] p o s i t i o n  r a i s e s  no p a r t i c u l a r  problems e i t h e r  
f o r  t h e  improper movement c o n d i t i o n  o r  f o r  weak c rossover .  We a l s o  
showed t h a t  complex cases o f  supe r - r a i s i ng  v i o l a t e  t h e  ECP, e i t h e r  
because o f  D-Min imal i ty  o r  because o f  t h e  l ack  o f  agreement o f  an 
i n f i n i t i v a l  complement izer.  I n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  sec t i on ,  'we t u r n  t o  o t h e r  
p o t e n t i a l  problems f o r  t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  a  [tHR] 
p o s i t i o n ,  namely c o n s t r u c t i o n s  where i t has been argued t h a t  Case can 
be assigned t o  t h e  Spec o f  an embedded CP by a  m a t r i x  verb.  
----------- 
7 6 .  See f o o t n o t e  ( x x )  f o r  a  suggest ion as t o  how t h i s  may be p o s s i b l e  
i n  some languages. We suggest t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between French 
and E n g l i s h  w i t h  respect  t o  t h e  passage o f  t h e  o b j e c t  i n  t h e  Spec 
CP i s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  VSO o rde r  o f  I r i s h .  
7 7 ,  One s u r p r i s i n g  f a c t  i s  t h a t  l e n i t i o n  i s  o b l i g a t o r y  when a  temporal  
ad j unc t  i s  ex t r ac ted .  E x t r a c t i o n  o f  l o c a t i v e s ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand 
r e q u i r e s  n o n - l e n i t i n g  complementizers. We have no exp lana t i on  f o r  
t h i s  f a c t .  As suggested by Ken Hale,  i t I s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  l e n i t i o n  
i s  due t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between temporal  adve rb i i t l s  and tense .  
6 Case Marking into CP 
Kame ( 1984) argues t h a t  i n some i n f i n i t i v a l  re1 a t  i v e  cons t ruc t ions ,  
Case can be assigned t o  the  t r a c e  o f  an ex t rac ted  sub jec t  i n t o  what 
would c u r r e n t l y  be analyzed as the  Spec o f  CP. I n  our view, t h e  Spec 
o f  CP 1  s  a  [+HR]  p o s i t  ion. If, as argued by Kayne, Case can be 
assigned t o  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  by a ma t r i x  verb, we would expect, cont rary  
t o  f a c t ,  t h a t  an NP should be able t o  occur i n  the  Spec o f  an embedded 
CP. C lear ly ,  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  must be ru led  out  i n  both Engl ish and 
French. I n  t h i s  sec t ion ,  we discuss the  cons t ruc t ions  argued by Kayne 
t o  i nvo l ve  Case-marking i n t o  the Spec o f  CP. We argue t h a t  these 
cons t ruc t ions  do not  invo lve  Case-marking i n t o  the  Spec o ?  CP, and 
t h a t  the  Case requirement i s  s a t i s f i e d  d i f f e r e n t l y .  Our ana lys i s  makes 
c r u c i a l  use of the Agreement P r i n c i p l e ,  which i n  our view i s  subsumed 
under the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  L-marking proposed i n  sec t ion  4.4.1, and thus 
i n  t u r n  provides support f o r  t h i s  hypothesis.  
4.6.1 I n f i n i t i v a l  r e l a t i v e  
I n  French, u n l i k e  Engl ish,  epistemic verbs do not  l i cense i n f i n i t i v a l  
complements w i t h  l e x i c a l  subjects.  Thus, sentences such as (168 )  are 
exc 1  uded: 
(168)  
a. * Je c r o i s  Jean a v o i r  6t6 a r r g t 6  par  l a  po l i ce .  
I be l ieve  John t o  have been ar res ted  by the p o l i c e  
b.  * J ' a i  estim6 Jean a v o i r  eu t o r t .  
I t h i n k  John t o  have been wrong 
Cont ro l ,  on the  o ther  hand i s  possib le:  
(169) - -, 
a. Je c r o i s  a v o i r  r 6uss f  mon coup 
I b e l i e v e  t o  have succeeded i n  my e n t e r p r i s e  
b. J ' es t ime  a v o i r  r a i son  
I t h i n k  t o  be r i g h t  
I n f i n i t i v a l  complements of  ep is temic  verbs d i f f e r  f rom o t h e r  standard 
c o n t r o l  s t r u c t u r e s ,  however, i n  a l l o w i n g  WH-extraction o f  t h e i r  
sub jec ts .  Compare (170) w i t h  ( 1 7 1 ) :  
(170) 
a.*l'homme que j ' a i  essay6 d ' e t r e  a r r e t 6  par  l a  ~ o 1 i : e  
b.*llhomme que j ' a i  dec ide d ' e t r e  a r r e t 6  par  l a  p o l i c e  
c.*l'homme que j ' a i  ordonne d ' e t r e  a r r 6 t 6  p a r  l a  p o l i c e  
t h e  man t h a t  I t r ied/dedided/ordered t o  be a r r e s t e d  oy t h e  p o l i c e  
(171) 
a.l'homme que j e  c r o i s  a v o i r  6 t 6  a r r S t 6  par  l a  p o l i c ~ ?  
t h e  man t h a t  I b e l i e v e  t o  have been a r r e s t e d  by thl3 p o l i c e  
b.l'homme que j ' e s t i m e  a v o i r  6 t 6  in jus tement  condamn4 
t h e  man t h a t  I consider  t o  have been u n j u s t l y  condemned 
c.une femme que 1'on a  d i t  a v o i r  e t 6  t r 6 s  b e l l e  
a  woman t h a t  they  have s a i d  t o  be very  b e a u t i f u l  
The c o n t r a s t  between (168 )  and (169)  shows t h a t  t h e  embedded sub jec t  
p o s i t i o n  o f  ep is temic  i n f i n i t i v a l s  i s  n o t  access ib l e  f o r  government 
and Case-marking by t h e  m a t r i x  verb: an o v e r t  NP cannot occupy t h i s  
p o s i t i o n ,  s i nce  i t  i s  no t  assigned Case. But PRO, which by d e f i n i t i o n  
must remain ungoverned, can. The i n a c c e s s i b i l i t y  o f  ':he s u b j e c t  
p o s i t i o n  i s  expected i f  ep is temic  i n f i m t i v a l s ,  l i k e  c o n t r o l  
i n f i n i t i v a l s ,  a re  dominated by an empty complementizer, t h a t  i s ,  if 
they  have t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t r u c t u r e  (where 1(1 empty CC1): 
(172) Je c r o i s  [ C P  Ã [IP PRO a v o i r  r a i s o n l ]  -7 
But g i ven  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (172) ,  t h e  g rammat i ca l i t y  o f  examples l i k e  
(171) i s  s u r p r i s i n g .  To account f o r  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  (171) ,  Kayne 
(1983) proposes t o  e x p l o i t  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  success ive c y c l i c i t y .  The 
s t r u c t u r e  o f  (171) d i f f e r s  c r u c i a l l y  f rom t h a t  o f  (172) i n  t h a t  WH- 
movement, o p e r a t i n g  successive c y c l i c a l l y ,  has l e f t  a  t r a c e  i n  t h e  
Spec o f  t h e  i n t e rmed ia te  CP: 
(173) l'homme que j e  c r o i s  [ C P  t i  [IP t 2  a v o i r  6 t 6  a r r e t 6  pa r  l a  
po l  i c e ]  I 
Whi le  i t  remains imposs ib le  i n  t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  t o  ass ign  Case t o  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  t r a c e  o f  t h e  sub jec t ,  Kayne proposes t h a t  i n  t h i s  
con f i gu ra t i on ,  Case can be assigned t o  t i ,  t h e  t r a c e  i n  t h e  Spec of 
t h e  i n t e rmed ia te  CP. 
The ungrarnmat ica l i ty  of (170) i s  assumed t o  be due -to t h e  presence o f  
t h e  complementizer de. De, 1 i ke an o v e r t  t h a t  cornpl~omentizer i n  
Eng l i sh ,  b l ocks  antecedent government o f  t h e  t r a c e  i n  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  
by t h e  t r a c e  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP. The sentences i n  (1'70) a re  exc luded as 
a  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  v i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP. 
We proposed i n  t h e  p rev ious  s e c t i o n  
o f  a c o n t r o l  i n f i n i t i v a l  can be exc 
argued t h a t  i n  examples l i k e  (174)a 
i n f i n i t i v a l  complementizer f a i l s  t o  
t h a t  e x t r a c t i o n  of a  s u b j e c t  o u t  
luded under t h e  ECP. Reca l l  t h a t  we 
. t h e  ECP i s  v i o l a t e d  because an 
s a t i s f y  t h e  agreement p r i n c  
and thus  cannot L-mark t h e  I P  p r o j e c t i o n  o f  an i n f i n i t i v a l  comp 
The same reasoning a p p l i e s  t o  examples o f  t h e  t ype  (174,)b.: 
i p l e  
lament. 
a.*Whoi i s  i t  poss ib l e  [ c p t ' i  [ c -  0 [IIJ ti t o  go 
b.*Whoi d i d  Mary [ C P  t ' i  [ c l  @[IP ti t r y  t o  go 
As we have argued, an ECP v i o l a t i o n  r e s u l t s  from t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  
s a t i s f y  t he  Agreement P r i n c i p l e .  We proposed t h a t  an i n f i n i t i v a l  
complementizer does n o t  agree and consequent ly cannot L-mark I P .  I n  
bo th  (174)a. and b. t he  i n i t i a l  t r a c e  o f  t h e  e x t r a c t e d  s u b j e c t  f a i l s  
t o  be antecedent-governed o r  head-governed, s i nce  I P  remains a  
b a r r i e r . 7 B  I f  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  i s  on t he  r i g h t  t r a c k ,  we do n o t  need 
Case theory  t o  account f o r  (170) .  We thus do no t  expect  Case t heo ry  t o  
be c r u c i a l l y  r e l e v a n t  t o  an account o f  (1711, e i t h e r .  
Moreover, t h e  assumption t h a t  Case can gene ra l l y  be cissigned i n t o  t h e  
Spec o f  CP i s  p rob lemat ic  f o r  an account o f  t he  ungrammat ica l i t y  o f  
sentences l i k e  (168).  Indeed, (168) ,  a l though r u l e d  ou t  under t h e  
s t r u c t u r e  i n  (175),  should be poss ib l e  w i t h  a  s t r u c t u r e  such as t h e  
one g iven  i n  (176).  
----------- 
78. I n c i d e n t a l l y ,  t h i s  ana l ys t s  a l s o  accounts f o r  the  f o r - t o  e f f e c t ,  
which cannot be accounted f o r  s imply  as a  Case v i o l a t i o n .  
(i) * W h ~ i  i s  it p o s s i b l e  f o r  ti t o  go 
I n  ( i ) ,  under s tandard assumptions, t h e  t r a c e  t i 1s Case-marked by t h e  
f o r  complementizer, ( i )  i s  thus n o t  r u l e d  ou t  by t he  Case f i l t e r ,  
b u t  by t h e  ECP. We s imply  propose t o  genera l i ze  t h i s  approach t o  
o t h e r  cases o f  i n f i n i t i v a l s  under t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e  
complementizer of  an i n f i n i t i v a l  complement, o v e r t  o r  empty, 
d i f f e r s  f rom t h a t  o f  a tensed complement i n  t h a t  i t does n o t  
pe rm i t  agreement. Th i s  hypothes is  i s  i n  a  sense s imp ly  an 
ex tens ion  of  t h e  idea  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  
complementizer and t he  tense p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  sentence (Cf .  
Chomsky C19811). 
(175) Je c r o i s  [ C P  [ I P  J e a n . . . . . . ] ] ] ] ] ]  
(176) Je c r o i s  [ C P  Jean [ c '  [IP t . . . . . . .  ] ] ] ]  
I n  (176) ,  u n l i k e  (175) ,  t h e  Case f i l t e r  i s  s a t i s f i e d ,  s i nce  Jean can 
rece i ve  Case i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP f rom t h e  m a t r i x  verb.  I n  t h e  s tandard  
framework, t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  m igh t  be excluded under t,he assumption t h a t  
t h e  NP Jean i s  i n  an A ' - p o s i t i o n  and consequent ly  does n o t  head a  
wel l - formed A-chain.79 Th i s  p o s s i b i l i t y ,  however, i s  no t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  
us, s i n c e  we have assumed t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  a  [+HR]  p o s i t i o n .  
Genera l l y  speaking, i t  i s  c r u c i a l  t o  ou r  approach t o  ban Case 
assignment t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP by a  m a t r i x  verb.  I f  Case cou ld  be 
g e n e r a l l y  assigned t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP, we would wrongly  p r e d i c t  t h a t  a  
sentence such as (177) ,  where an NP has moved t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP, 
should  be grammatical :  
(177) 
** Je c r o i s  [ C P  Mar ie i  q u i  [IP t i a  rencon t re  P i e r r e , ] ]  
I b e l i e v e  Mar ie  who has met P i e r r e  
However, (177) and t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  (176) can be s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  
r u l e d  o u t  if we assume t h a t  Case cannot be assigned t o  t h e  Spec o f  an 
embedded CP by a  m a t r i x  ve rb .80  We w i  11 thus  adopt t h i s  hypothesis81 
79. Kayne (1984 )  assumes, however, t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  t h e  na tu re  o f  t h e  
p o s i t i o n ,  b u t  r a t h e r  t h e  na tu re  o f  t h e  element occupying t h e  
p o s i t i o n  which ma t t e r s  f o r  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between A- and A ' -  
cha ins.  Consequently, i t  i s  no t  ve ry  c l e a r  why the s t r u c t r u r e  i n  
(176) should  be ungrammatical. 
80. P l a u s i b l y  t h i s  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  verbs can 
o n l y  ass ign  one s t r u c t u r a l  Case, and t h i s  Case i s  taken  up by t h e  
whole sentence. T h i s  w o u l d - i n  t u r n  suggest t h a t  i n  ECM 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  Case i s  no t  g iven  t o  t h e  NP d i r e c t l y  by t h e  m a t r i x  
ve rb ,  bu t  i s  r a t h e r  mediated by t h e  INFL node o f  t h e  i n f i n i t i v a l .  
C f .  Reuland (1983) f o r  such a proposal ,  which we adopted i n  
s e c t i o n  3.4.4. 
81. There i s  however one c o n s t r u c t i o n  i n  French were i t seems t h a t  
Case i s  assigned t o  t he  Spec of CP. Th is  c o n s t r u c t i o n  has been 
c a l l e d  t h e  pseudo-re la t ive cons t ruc t i on ,  because i t  superficially 
resembles a  r e l a t i v e  clause. I n  f ac t  t h i s  t ype  o f  c o n s t r u c t i o n  
o n l y  occurs i n  very  r e s t r i c t e d  environements i n  ndrench , i . e .  most 
commonly as a  complement t o  t h e  verbs o f  pe rcep t i on  ( i t  can a l s o  
be a  complement o f  t he  verb a v o i r  and o f  some p r e p o s i t i o n s ) :  
i )  J ' a i  vu Mar ie  qu i  s o r t a i t  du cinema 
I saw Mary who was coming ou t  o f  t h e  movie t hea te r .  
S u p e r f i c i a l l y ,  t h i s  cons t ruc t i on  resembles a r e l a t i v e  c lause.  I t  has 
however very  d i s t i n c t  p rope r t i es .  F i r s t ,  c o n t r a r y  t o  r e l a t i v e  
clauses, i t can be headed by c l i t i c .  
(11) a.Je 1 ' a i  vue qu i  s o r t a i t  du c1n6ma 
I saw he r  who was coming ou t  o f  t h e  movies 
b.*Je 1u i  a1 par16 qu i  s o r t a i t  du cinema 
I t a l k  t o  her  who was coming ou t  o f  t h e  movies 
Second, i t  i s  l i m i t e d  t o  sub jec t  cases: 
( i i i )  a. Je 1 7 a i  vue qu i  embrassai t  Henri  
I saw her  k i s s i n g  Henri  
b.*Je 1 ' a i  vue que Henr i  embrassai t  
I saw he r  t h a t  Henr i  k i ssed  
Note t h a t  i f  we assume t h a t  t h i s  pseudo r e l a t i v e  i nvo l ves  an NP i n  t h e  
Spec of CP and has t h e  s t r u c t u r e  ( i v ) ,  these and o t h e r  p r o p e r t i e s  
(which we do n o t  have t h e  t ime  t o  d iscuss  see M.1" Guast i  ( 1989 ) )  
f o l l o w  s t r a i g t f o r w a r d l y  f rom our assumptions. 
i v )  J ' a i  vue [ c p  Mar ie i  [ c -  qu i  [IP ti s o r t a i t  due c i n e m a w  
C l i t i c i z a t i o n  1s expected t o  be p o s s i b l e  s i nce  t he  Spec of CP i n  our  
view i s  a  [ + H R ]  p o s i t i o n .  Moreover, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  o n l y  t h e  s u b j e c t  
and n o t  t h e  o b j e c t  can move t o  t h e  Spec of CP i s  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  
accounted f o r  as a  v i o l a t i o n  o f  improper movement,. Reca l l  t h a t  in 
our  v iew, I P  i s  a b a r r i e r  un less i t  1s L-marked under agreement 
w i t h  C .  Consider t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of ( 1 i i ) b . r  
( v )  J ' a l  vue [CP Mar ie i  [ c ,  que [IP t i  L I P  Henr i  embrassal t  t i ] ] ] ]  
I n  ( v ) ,  C does no t  agree w i t h  I, because C agrees w i t h  t h e  o b j e c t  
Marie and I agrees w i t h  t h e  sub jec t  Henri. Thus I P  i s  a  b a r r i e r .  
To avo id  t h e  bar r iehood o f  I P  an ex t rac ted  ob jec t  must a d j o i n  t o  
i t .  ~ u t  t h i s  ad junc t i on  prevents  it from f u r t h e r  moving t o  t h e  
Spec of CP, s ince  t h i s  would be an ins tance  o f  movement f r o m  a [- 
HR] p o s i t i o n  t o  a [tHR] p o s i t i o n  and would v i o l a t e  t h e  c o n d i t i o n  
Note t h a t  t h e  hypo thes is  t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  a I t H R ]  p o s i t i o n  makes 
a  p r e d i c t i o n  f o r  complement t ypes  such as (171) :  a l though  t h e  
i m p o s s i b i l i t y  of Case-marking i n t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP should  p reven t  
movement o f  an NP t o  t h i s  p o s i t i o n ,  i t  should  n o t  p reven t  movement o f  
an NP th rough  t h i s  p o s i t i o n .  Th i s  p r e d i c t i o n  1s v e r i f i e d  by t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  sentences no ted  by Kayne (1984) and P o l l o c k  (1985 pp. 308- 
on improper movement. Thus n o t i n g  need t o  be added t o  account f o r  
t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  t h i s  c o n s t r u c t i o n  t o  sub jec t s .  What remains 
mys te r ious  i s  why i n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  Case can be 
assigned t o  t h e  Spec of CP, Note t h a t  complements o f  p e r c e p t i o n  
verbs a re  t h e  o n l y  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  which a l l o w  an ECM complement i n  
French. 
( v i )  J 'a1 vu Mar ie  s o r t i r  
I saw Mary leave.  
We w i l l  t hus  assume t h a t  whatever t h e  p r o p e r t y  which pe rm i t s  an ECM 
c o n s t r u c t i o n  w i t h  pe rcep t i on  verbs,  i t  w i l l  ex tend t o  t h e  
p s e u d o r e l a l t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  See Deprez (1985) f o r  a  more 
d e t a i l e d  s tudy o f  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of pe rcep tua l  . -epor ts  i n  French 
and i n  Eng l i sh .  
(178) Â ¥  
a.? Jean a  k t 6  d 6 c 1 a h  6 t r e  apte a p a r t i c i p e r  
Jean was dec la red  f i t  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  
b.? P i e r r e  a  longtemps 6 t 6  suppos6 avoi  r t616phon6 cÃ s o i r - l a  
P i e r r e  was long  assumed t o  have telephoned t h a t  evening 
c .?  Mar ie  a  6 t 6  longtemps consid6r6e a v o i r  t ug  son a f l ~ a n t ~ ~  
Mar ie  was long  considered t o  have k i l l e d  her  l o v e r  
Under t h e  hypothes is  t h a t  t he  Spec o f  CP i s  an A ' - pos i t i on ,  which i n  
Kayne's approach i s  c r u c i a l  t o  exclude cases 1 i ke (168),  these 
sentences should be excluded as instances o f  improper movement. The 
f a c t  t h a t  they  a re  poss ib l e  p rov ides  a d d i t i o n a l  suppor t  f o r  the 
hypo thes is  t h a t  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  a  [+HR] p o s i t i o n . 8 3  
Since we have made t h e  hypothes is ,  con t ra r y  t o  Kayne's, t h a t  an NP i n  
t h e  Spec o f  CP cannot be Case-marked, we must o f f e r  s.n a l t e r n a t i v e  
a n a l y s i s  f o r  t h e  g rammat ica l i t y  o f  (171).  The essencem o f  ou r  proposal  
82 .  As noted by Po l l ock  (1985) '  o t h e r  sentences s i m i l a r  i n  s t r u c t u r e  
t o  (178) do no t  pe rm i t  NP movement: 
( 1 )  
??(^Jean a  6 t 6  n i 6  & r e  i n t e l l i g e n t  
Jean was denied t o  be i n t e l l i g e n t  
Ger i e r a l l y  speaking, however, i t  seems t h a t  t h e  verbs which do n o t  
pe rm i t  NP movement a re  verbs which t ake  f a c t i v e  complements. As 
has been observed, f a c t i v e  complements a re  gene ra l l y  i s l ands .  We 
suggest t h a t  t h e  ungrammat ica l i t y  o f  ( 1 )  i s  t o  be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  
f a c t i v i t y  o f  t h e  complement, whatever t h e  ana l ys i s  which i s  
u l t i m a t e l y  adopted t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  is landhood o f  f a c t i v e  
complements (See Z u b i z a r r e t t a  ( 1981 )  and Rouveret (1980) f o r  some 
proposa ls ) .  
83. The m a r g i n a l i t y  of these sentences i s  unexpected under ou r  
approach. Poss ib l y ,  i t  may be due t o  Case requ i renen tss  on t h e  
sentence: pass ive p a s t  p a r t i c i p l e s  can on l y  ass ign  i nhe ren t  
p a r t i t i v e  Case. Th i s  may no t  be f u l l y  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  s a t i f y  t h e  
Case requirement on t h e  complement sentence, o r  t h e r e  m igh t  be a  
s l i g h t  d e f i n i t n e s s - e f f e c t  v i o l a t i o n .  See Deprez (1984) f o r  
arguments t h a t  ep is temic  i n f i n i t i v a l s  a re  i n  some sense "nominal"  
i n  charac te r  and r e q u i r e  Case-marking. 
i s  t h a t  t he  i n f i n i t i v a l  complements o f  ep is temic  verbs d i f f e r  from 
standard c o n t r o l  cons t ruc t i ons  i n  a l l o w i n g  t he  s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  t h e  
Agreement P r i n c i p l e  and consequent ly p e r m i t t i n g  (under app rop r i a te  
c ircumstances) t h e  I P  o f  t h e  i n f i n i t i v a l  complement t o  be L-marked. 
Le t  us f i r s t  cons ider  t h e  ungrammatical sentences "n (170).  The 
s t r u c t u r e  o f  (170)a. i s  g iven  i n  ( 1 7 9 ) :  
( 1 7 9 )  l'homrne [cpque [ I P I  ti [ I P I  j ' a i  essay6 [ C P ~  t z  [ c - z  d '  [IPS t 3  
Th i s  sentence v i o l a t e s  t h e  ECP: t 3  cannot be head-governed by t h e  
i n f i n i t i v a l  complementizer because t h e  Agreement P r i n c i p l e  1s no t  
s a t i s f i e d  and I P  remains a b a r r i e r .  We propose t h a t  i t  i s  a l e x i c a l  
p rope r t y  o f  t h e  i n f i n i t i v a l  complementizer which i s  r espons ib l e  f o r  
t h e  f a i l u r e  o f  t h e  Agreement P r i n c i p l e .  I n  our  v iew, an i n f i n i t i v a l  
complementizer ( d e  o r  0)  does n o t  agree. I t  i s  then  comparable t o  t h e  
Eng l i sh  t h a t  complernentizer i n  d i a l e c t s  which man i f es t  t h e  t ha t - t r ace  
e f f e c t .  C l e a r l y ,  t h e r e  i s  no equ i va len t  o f  t h e  que/qui e f f e c t  w i t h  
t h e  French i n f i n i t i v a l  complementizer de. Under t h i s  hypothes is ,  t h e  
Agreement P r i n c i p l e  cannot be s a t i s f i e d :  t h e  head o f  an i n f i n i t i v a l  C 
w i l l  never agree w i t h  t h e  head o f  I. As a r e s u l t ,  t h e  embedded IP 
remains a b a r r i e r  and t h e  sub jec t  t r a c e  i s  n e i t h e r  p r o p e r l y  head- 
governed nor  antecedent-governed.84 
----------- 
84. A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  we cou ld  assume t h a t  i t  i s  a p r o p e r t y  o f  t h e  
i n f i n i t i v a l  INFL which i s  respons ib le  f o r  t h e  f a i l u r e  o f  t he  
Agreement P r i n c i p l e .  I n f i n i t i v a l  complements, a l though they  have 
Tense [see S towe l l  (1981)  f o r  arguments), do n o t  man i fes t  
agreement. A r a t h e r  n a t u r a l  assumption would be t h a t  i n  t h i s  case, 
co indexa t ion  w i t h  t h e  element i n  sub jec t  p o s i t i o i  does n o t  occur. 
I f  so, even i f  i t  were p o s s i b l e  f o r  t h e  t r a c e  t 2  i n  t h e  Spec o f  
L e t  us t u r n  now t o  ( 1 7 1 ) .  S u p e r f i c i a l l y ,  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  this 
sentence seems i d e n t i c a l  t o  t h a t  o f  ( 1 7 0 ) .  There a r e ,  however, a 
number o f  p r o p e r t i e s  which d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  i n f i n i t i v a l  complements o f  
ep is temic  verbs f rom those of verbs l i k e  t r y .  One o f  t h e  most apparent 
d i f f e r e n c e s  1s t h a t  t h e  former never t ake  an o v e r t  complementizers 
w h i l e  t h e  l a t t e r  always do. 
(180 )  Je c r o i s  ( *de)  a v o i r  r6uss i  
I b e l i e v e  ( * d e )  t o  have succeeded 
(181) J1essay6 * (de)  r 6 u s s i r  
I t r i e d  * ( d e )  t o  succeed 
Another d i f f e r e n c e  concerns t h e  tense p r o p e r t i e s  of these complements. 
I n f i n i t i v a l  complements o f  ep is temic  verbs a re  always b e t t e r  w i t h  a  
comoound tense o r  a  modal c o n s t r u c t i o n  than  w i t h  s imo le  tenses.  T h i s  
tendency i s  reversed i n  complements o f  t r y  verbs.  
(182) 
a. E11e c r o i t  e t r e  a r r i v e  en r e t a r d  
She b e l i e v e s  to have a r r i v e d  l a t e  
b.??E11e c r o i t  a r r i v e r  en r e t a r d  
She b e l i e v e s  t o  a r r i v e  l a t e  
c.  E l l e  c r o i t  d e v o i r  t o u t  e x p l i q u e r  
She b e l i e v e s  t o  have t o  e x p l a i n  eve ry th i ng  
d.??E"ne c r o i t  t o u t  e x p l i q u e r  
She b e l i e v e s  t o  e x p l a i n  eve ry th i ng  
----------- 
CP2 t o  agree w i t h  t he  complement izer,  since t: does not agree w i t h  
I ,  I P 2  remains a  b a r r i e r  and t 3  cannot be p r o p e r t y  head-governed. 
(183) 
a. E l l e  a essaye d ' a r r i v e r  & l ' h e u r e  
She t r i e d  t o  a r r i v e  on t ime 
b.?? E l l e  a  essay6 d 7 e t r e  a r r i v 6  A l ' h e u r e  
She t r i e d  t o  have a r r i v e d  on t ime 
c. E l l e  a  essay6 de t o u t  exp l iquer  
She t r i e d  t o  e x p l a i n  every th ing  
d .? / *E l le  a  essay6 de devo i r  t o u t  exp l i que r  
She t r i e d  t o  have t o  exp la in  every th ing  
Although i t i s  no t  our  goal t o  attempt t o  exp la in  each o f  these 
d i f fe rences,  we take them t o  be i n d i c a t i v e  t h a t  the  s t r u c t u r e  o f  these 
two types o f  i n f i n i t i v a l  complements d i f f e r .  I n  t he  p a r t i c u l a r  case 
under d iscussion,  we propose, f o l l o w i n g  Deprez (1984) and Gueron and 
Hoekstra (1987), t h a t  sentences o f  the  type i n  (17O)b. i nvo l ve  the  
r a i s i n g  of t he  I n f i n i t i v a l  I t o  CO. This  proposal -is j u s t i f i e d  i n  
Deprez (1984) on the  bas is  o f  s i m i l a r i t i e s  between the  French 
epis temic cons t ruc t i on  and the  AUX-to-COMP i n f i n i t i v a l  complement o f  
epistemic verbs i n  1 t a l  i a n  and the  i n f l e c t e d  i n f i n i t i v a l  complement o f  
epis temic verbs i n  P o r t u g u e ~ e . ~ ~  
In 'bo th  languages, o v e r t  movement o f  t he  verb t o  C i s  requ i red  t o  
l i cense  a  l e x i c a l  sub jec t  (See Rouveret (1980) and qaposo (1986)). 
Th i s  suggests t h a t  a  s i m i l a r  process o f  AUX-to-COMP may be a v a i l a b l e  
i n  the  French cons t ruc t ion .  Support f o r  t h i s  hypothesis comes from 
85. Gu6ron and Hoekstra (1987)  use s i m i l a r  comparisons t o  j u s t i f y  
t h e i r  proposal. They propose the  f o l l o w i n g  ( d e s c r i p t i v e )  
p r i n c i p l e :  
(1)  I f  the  non - f i n i t e  complement o f  an epis temic verb such as 
pensar/ritinere/croire e tc .  denotes an event, then t h e  epistemeic 
verb must govern the  tense morpheme o f  i t s  complement. 
Th is  w i l l  f o r ce  r a i s i n g  o f  INFL t o  C i n  cases o f  WH-extraction. 
c o n t r a s t s  between sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n  w i t h  compound tenses and sub jec t  
e x t r a c t i o n  w i t h  s imple tenses. As mentioned above, i n f i n i t i v a l  
complements o f  ep is te in ic  verbs a re  u s u a l l y  b e t t e r  w i t h  compound 
tenses;  however, complements w i t h  s imple tenses a re  n o t  excluded. The 
f o l l o w i n g  example i s  p e r f e c t :  
( 184 )  Je c r o i s  rever  
I b e l i e v e  t o  dream 
I b e l i e v e  I ' m  dreaming 
Sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n  i n  t h i s  case, however, i s  d i s t i n c t l y  worse than  i n  
cases such as (171) :  
1 8 5 )  ?*1'homrne que j e  c r o i s  t rever  
t he  man t h a t  I b e l i e v e  t o  dream 
P o l l o c k  ( 1 9 8 9 )  has argued t h a t  i n  i n f i n i t i v a l s ,  o n l y  a u x i l i a r i e s  and, 
more m a r g i n a l l y ,  modal verbs can move t o  I .  Evidence f o r  t h i s  i s  g iven  
by t he  p o s i t i o n  o f  nega t ion  w i t h  a u x i l i a r i e s .  N e g a t i o i  can e i t h e r  
precede o r  f o l l o w  an a u x i l i a r y :  when i t  f o l l o w s  i t ,  A J X  must be i n  
I.86 As we w i l l  argue s h o r t l y ,  t h e  movement o f  I t o  C i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  
l i c e n s e  s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n .  Th i s  hypo thes is  i n  t u r n  suggests t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  exp lana t i on  f o r  ( 135 ) .  Suppose t h a t  a  l e x i c a l  I i s  r e q u i r e d  
t o  head-govern t h e  t r a c e  o f  t h e  sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n ;  then i n  sentences 
such as (171) t h e  AUX may have ra i sed  t o  C .  I n  (185) ,  however, o n l y  an 
empty I has r i s e n  t o  C ,  so head government i s  i n  some sense weaker. 
The ex i s t ence  of t h e  c o n t r a s t  between (185) and (171) p rov ides  some 
----------- 
86.  C f .  Po l l ock  ( 1 9 8 7 )  f o r  a d e t a i l e d  d iscuss ion .  
suppor t  f o r  an AUX-to-COMP phenomenon i n  French ep' istemic i n f i n i t i v a l  
 complement^.^^. 
Our a n a l y s i s  of (185) makes a  p r e d i c t i o n :  i f  AUX-to-CO i s  i n v o l v e d  i n  
s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n ,  sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n  should  be b e t t e r  when t h e  
nega t ion  f o l l o w s  t h e  a u x i l i a r y  than  when i t  precedes t h e  a u x i l i a r y ,  
s i nce  AUX-to-CO w i l l  i n v o l v e  p r i o r  movement t o  I over  t h e  nega t ion .  
Th i s  seems t o  be g e n e r a l l y  c o r r e c t ,  a l though  t h e  c o n t r a s t  i s  sometimes 
q u i t e  s u b t l e :  
1 8 6 )  
a.une jeune f i  
a  young g i r l  
b .??  une jeune 
a  young g 
l i e  que j e  
t h a t  I be 
f i l l e  que 
i r 1  t h a t  I 
c r o y a i s  n ' a v o i r  pas 6 t 6  i n v i t k e  
l i e v e d  t o  have no t  been i n v i t e d  
(187) 
a. un homme que j ' e s t i m e  
a  man t h a t  I cons ider  
j e  c r o y a i s  ne pas a v o i r  k t 6  i n v i t 6 e  
be l i eved  n o t  t o  have been i n v i t e d  
n ' a v o i r  pas eu de chance 
t o  no t  have had any l u c k  
b. ??  un homme que j ' e s t i m e  ne pas a v o i r  eu de chance 
a  man t h a t  I cons ider  no t  t o  have had any l uck  
87.  The c o n t r a s t  between compound and non-compound tenses remains w i t h  
unaccusat ive verbs,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  severe m a r g i n a l i t y  o f  
1 8 5 )  i s  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  more than  t h e  l ack  o f  Case, as i n  t h e  
c o n t r a s t s  mentioned by Po l l ock  (19851.See below 
1 8 8 )  . . 
a. un l i v r e  q u ' i l a  jug6 n ' g t r e  pas suff isamment complet 
a  book t h a t  he judged t o  be no t  s u f f i c i e n t l y  complete 
b. ??un 1 i v r e  q u ' i l  a jug6 ne pas e t r e  suff isamment complet 
a  book t h a t  he judged no t  t o  be s u f f i c i e n t l y  complete 
The c o n t r a s t s  I n  (18%)-(188) p rov i de  a d d i t i o n a l  suppor t  f o r  t h e  
movement o f  I t o  CO i n  t h e  ep is temic  i n f i n i t i v a l  c o n ~ t r u c t i o n . ~ ~  The 
s t r u c t u r e  of Cl71)a. i s  then as f o l l o w s :  
1 8 9 )  l'homme [cpque [ I P ~  ti [IPI j e  c r o i s  [ C P Z  t z  [ c - 2  @ t r e  [IPZ t 3  
t1. . . .  111111 
I n  t h i s  con f i gu ra t i on ,  I P 2  w i l l  be L-marked by  e t r e ,  which has r a i s e d  
i n t o  C. Consequent ly,  It w i l l  no t  be a  b a r r i e r  and t:~ w i l l  be p r o p e r l y  
antecedent-  and head-governed and w i l l  s a t i s f y  t h e  ECP. Th i s  accounts 
f o r  t h e  g rammat i ca l i t y  o f  (171) .  
The account we have o f f e r e d  o f  t h e  c o n t r a s t  between (170) and ( 1 7 1 )  
does no t  r e l y  on Case t heo ry .  Some suppor t  f o r  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  comes 
from cases comparable t o  (171) i n  Eng l i sh  i n v o l v i n g  t h e  ve rb  assure. 
As noted by Kayne (1984) '  assure does n o t  l i c e n s e  a ' e x i c a l  s u b j e c t  i n  
i t s  i n f i n i t i v a l  complement: 
( 1 9 0 )  *I assure you John t o  be t h e  bes t  s tudent  I n  my c l ass .  
However, p a r a l l e l  t o  t h e  French ep is temic  complements, e x t r a c t i o n  of 
t h e  sub jec t  c f  t h e  I n f i n i t i v a l  complement 1s f i n e :  
----------- 
88.  see Deprez (1984) f o r  arguments and a  more d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s i s  of 
va r i ous  t ypes  o f  i n f i n i t i v a l s .  See a l s o  Po l l ock  (1985),  Gu6ron and 
Hoekstra (1987) 
(191) John, who I assure you [ t  [ t t o  be t h e  bes t  s tuden t  tin my 
c  1  ass I 
Kayne proposes t o  account f o r  t h e  g rammat i ca l i t y  o f  (191) on a  par  
w i t h  cases o f  (171) .  Under t h i s  v iew, t h e  ve rb  assure ass igns Case t o  
t h e  v a r i a b l e  i n  t h e  Spec of t h e  CP complement. This. p roposa l ,  however, 
i s  somewhat p rob lemat i c .  Indeed, c o n t r a r y  t o  o t h e r  verbs,  such as t h e  
c l a s s i c  g ive ,  t h e  ve rb  assure i s  no t  a  double-ob ject  p r e d i c a t e ,  Case- 
mark ing o f  t h e  second " o b j e c t "  i s  always p r e p o s i t i o n a l .  
a. I assured David o f  my g r a t i t u d e .  
b . * I  assured David my g r a t i t u d e .  
c . * I  assured my g r a t i t u d e  David. 
From t h e  ungrammat ica l i t y  of (192)b-c, we can conclude t h a t  t h e  ve rb  
assure does no t  ass ign  a  second Case. I t  thus  seems d o u b t f u l  t h a t  t h e  
g rammat i ca l i t y  of ( 1 9 1 )  could be due t o  t h e  assignment o f  Case by 
assure t o  a  t r a c e  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP.89 I t  cou ld  be assumed t h a t  
assure can ass ign  i nhe ren t  Case t o  a  second o b j e c t  b u t  t h a t  f o r  some 
unknown reason, i nhe ren t  Case must be r e a l i z e d  as p r e p o s i t i o n a l .  
No t i ce  t h a t  t h i s  does no t  so l ve  t h e  problem posed by Case assignment 
i n t o  C ,  however. As viewed by Chomsky (1986)a. ,  i nhe ren t  Case 
assignment i s  t i g h t l y  l i n k e d  t o  0-assignment, But Case assignment t o  
t h e  Spec o f  CP i n v o l v e s  no 0 - r e l a t i o n .  We t hus  expect  i n h e r e n t  Case 
assignment t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP t o  be imposs ib le .  Under ou r  approach, 
Case t heo ry  does no t  come i n t o  p lay .  I t  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  assume t h a t  
-em-------- 
89. Thanks t o  David Pesetsky f o r  p o i n t i n g  t h i s  ou t .  
t h e  complement o f  assure has t h e  same s t r u c t u r e  as t he  complement o f  
t h e  French ep is temic  verbs: namely i t  a l l ows  I t o  move t o  C. Some 
suppor t  f o r  t h i s  hypo thes is  comes from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  c o n t r a s t  w i t h  
t h e  placement o f  nega t ion  noted i n  ( 1 8 7 )  seems t o  o b t a i n  i n  E n g l i s h  
a l so :  9 0  
( 1 9 3 ) )  
a. ?Th is  boy, who you assured me t o  no t  have ever  been a r r e s t e d  
b. ?/*This  boy, who you assured me no t  t o  have ever  been a r r e s t e d  
Our proposed a n a l y s i s  pe rm i t s  account ing f o r  one f a c t  which i s  
unexpected under Kayne's (-1984) view. The complement o f  assure d i f f e r s  
f rom t h e  French ep i s t em ic  i n f i n i t i v a l s  i n  one respec t , :  i t  does n o t  
pe rm i t  c o n t r o l .  
(194) *I assure you t o  have been t he  bes t  s tuden t  i n  riy c l ass .  
T h i s  i s  unexpected under Kayne's ana l ys i s .  Under h i s  view, t h e  
i n f i n i t i v a l  complement of t h e  ve rb  assure i s  a CP. Consequently, t h e  
s u b j e c t  o f  t h i s  i n f i n i t i v a l  complement i s  ungoverned, so t h a t  PRO i s  
expected t o  be poss ib l e .  Under ou r  proposal ,  t h e  u n g r m n a t i c a l i t y  o f  
( 1 9 4 )  can be seen t o  f o l l o w  from t h e  assumption t h a t  I - to-C r a i s i n g  i s  
o b l i g a t o r y  i n  t h i i  i n f i n i t i v a l  complernent.91 Assuming t h i s  t o  be 
----------- 
90. Thanks t o  D.Pesestky (PC) f o r  n o t i n g  t h i s  f a c t  
91. A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  we cou ld  propose t h a t  t h e  complement of t h e  ve rb  
assure i s  s imp l y  I P .  I n  ou r  approach t h i s  does no t  cause any 
problem because we do no t  assume t h a t  assure can ass ign  a second 
s t r u c t u r a l  Case. Consequently, an o v e r t  NP w i l l  n o t  be a l lowed i n  
t h i s  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  Moreover, PRO w i l l  no t  be a l lowed,  e i t h e r ,  
because t h e  Spec o f  t h e  I P  o f  t h e  c l a u s a l  complement o f  assure,  
a l though  n o t  Case-marked, w i l l  be governed. 
c o r r e c t ,  PRO i s  excluded because i t  i s  governed by t h e  I i n  C. We 
p r e d i c t  c o r r e c t l y  t h a t  t h e  o n l y  poss 
w i l l  be acceptable w i t h  assure i s  i f  
Th i s  i s  supported by t he  f ac t s .S2  
i b l e  way an i n f i n i t i v a l  complement 
t h e  sub jec t  has been ex t rac ted .  
The account we have proposed o f  t h e  c o n t r a s t  i n  (170) vs. (171) and o f  
(190)  does no t  i n v o l v e  Case theory .  Moreover, i n  t he  s t r u c t u r e  we have 
proposed i n  (189),  t h e  sub jec t  v a r i a b l e  i s  no t  assigned Case, y e t  t h e  
s t r u c t u r e  i s  wel l - formed. We a re  t hus  l e d  t o  t h e  conc lus ion  t h a t  t h e r e  
e x i s t  wel l - formed Opera to r -var iab le  c o n t r u c t i o n s  i r i  which t h e  v a r i a b l e  
has no Case. Th i s  conc lus ion  goes aga ins t  c u r r e n t l y  accepted 
assumptions and r a i s e s  t h e  ques t i on  whether i t  should be assumed t h a t  
v a r i a b l e s  g e n e r a l l y  need Case. The assumption t h a t  v a r i a b l e s  need Case 
has been quest ioned i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  (Borer  (19821, Eps te in  (1987)).  
Th i s  ques t i on  i s  impor tan t ,  because i t  i s  r e l evan t  t o  t h e  proper  
f o r m u l a t i o n  and t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  Case f i l t e r  and o f  t h e  l e v e l  
a t  which it app l i es .  We w i l l  t hus  d iscuss  t h i s  ques t i on  i n  t h e  nex t  
sec t i on .  
92. A complete p a r a l l e l i s m  between t h e  French ep is temic  i n f i n i t i v a l  
and t h e  Eng l i sh  c o n s t r u c t i o n  under assure cou ld  o b t a i n  i f  we were 
t o  assume o b l i g a t o r y  I-to-C i n  t h e  French i n f i n i t i v a l s  as w e l l .  
The d i f f e r e n c e  between French and Eng l i sh  w i t h  respec t  t o  t h e  
Cont ro l  s t r u c t u r e  would then  have t o  r ece i ve  a  d i f f e r e n t  
exp lana t ion .  A p o s s i b l e  view would be t o  assume, as proposed i n  
Deprez (19841, t h a t  t h e  empty category i n  t h e  French ep is temic  
i n f i n i t i v a l  i s  p r o  and n o t  PRO. The comparable Eng l i sh  s t r u c t u r e  
would then  be excluded on t h e  bas i s  t h a t  p r o  i s  never l i censed  i n  
Eng l i sh .  As argued by Deprez (1986 , 87, 89) and i n  Po l l ock  
(1986 ) ,  French a l l ows  a r e s t r i c t e d  form o f  "p ro -d rop" ,  namely what 
we have c a l l e d  exp le t i ve -d rop .  Engl ish,  on t he  o t h e r  hand, does 
no t .  
4.6 .2  Var iables and Case-marking 
As f i r s t  conce 
f i 1  t e r  ma t t e r s  
i v e d  by 
essent 
Vergnaud (1980)  and Chomsky (OB), t h e  Case 
i a l l y  f o r  o v e r t  NPs: 
( 195 )  *NP i f  NP i s  o v e r t  and has no Case. 
Under such a  v iew of t h e  Case f i l t e r ,  v a r i a b l e s  a re  n o t  expected t o  
'need Case, s i nce  they  a re  no t  o v e r t .  Chomsky (1981),  f o l l o w i n g  a 
suggest ion by Aoun (1931 ) ,  proposed t h a t  t h e  Case f i l t e r  be 
r e i n t e r p r e d  as a  V i s i b i l i t y  Cond i t i on  on 9-assignment a t  LF. Under 
t h i s  view, every  argument, i n c l u d i n g  empty categories; and sentences, 
i s  expected t o  need Case.93 
The f o l l o w i n g  two examples have been a t  t h e  cen te r  o f  t h e  debate. 
( 1 9 6 )  *Qui semb le - t - i l  [ t  g t r e  i n t e l l i g e n t ]  
*Who does i t  seem [ t t o  be i n t e l l i g e n t ]  
(197) Who do you b e l i e v e  s i n c e r e l y  [ t  t o  be i n t e l l i g e n t l  
----- 
93.  There a re  two major  problems w i t h  t h i s  hypo thes is :  1 )  e x p l e t i v e s ,  
be ing  non-arguments, a re  expected n o t  t o  need Case. As i s  w e l l  
known, however, t h i s  i s  no t  t h e  case: o v e r t  e x p l e t i v e s  ( a t  l e a s t  
i n  Eng l i sh )  must appear i n  Case-marked p o s i t i o n s .  2 )  PRO, which i s  
an argument, does no t  r e q u i r e  Case. Var ious  s o l u t i o n s  have been 
proposed t o  so l ve  1 ) .  To our  knowledge, no s o l u t i o n  i s  o f f e r e d  t o  
2 ) ,  Chomsky s imp ly  s t i p u l a t e s  t h a t  PRO has i n h e r e n t  Case f ea tu res .  
C l e a r l y  t h i s  cannot be t h e  r i g h t  s o l u t i o n :  o v e r t  pronouns i n  
E n g l i s h  a l s o  have i nhe ren t  Case f e a t u r e s ,  which are,  i n  f a c t ,  
o v e r t l y  v i s i b l e .  T h i s  does n o t ,  however,. a l l o w  them t o  be l i censed  
i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  p o s i t i o n  o f  i n f i n i t i v a l  sentences. 
The s t r u c t u r e  o f  (196) i s  as f o l l o w s :  
1 9 8 )  [ C P  who [ C P  does [ i p i t i  [ I P I  i t  seem [ i p s  t s  t o  be 
i n t e l l i g e n t ] ] l ] ]  
Under s tandard assumptions, t h e  i n f i n i t i v a l  complement o f  seems i s  an 
I P .  Th i s  I P  i s  no t  a b a r r i e r  f o r  NP movement i n  s tandard cases o f  
Ra i s i ng ,  so t h e r e  i s  a p r i o r i  no reason t o  assume t h a t  I P  should  be a 
b a r r i e r  i n  t h i s  case. I f  I P  i s  no t  a b a r r i e r ,  t a  w i l l  be antecedent-  
governed by ti and head-governed by seems, so t h e  ECP w i l l  be 
s a t i s f i e d .  No th ing  exc ludes t h i s  sentence except  t h 2  assumption t h a t  
v a r i a b l e s  need Case. Sentences of t h i s  t ype  a re  thus  t h e  major  
argument f o r  t h e  hypo thes is  t h a t  t r a c e s  need t o  be Case-marked. 
Sentences o f  t h e  t ype  i n  (197) c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  major  arguments f o r  t h e  
oppos i t e  assumption. Consider t h e  sentence i n  (199) 
( 199 )  *I b e l i e v e  s i n c e r e l y  John t o  be i n t e l l i g e n t  
The ungrammat ica l i t y  o f  (199) i s  s t anda rd l y  assumed t o  be due t o  a 
v i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  adjacency requirement on Case. B e l i e v e  cannot ass ign  
Case t o  t h e  NP John because o f  t h e  i n t e r v e n i n g  presence of t h e  adverb 
sincerely. Le t  us t e n t a t i v e l y  assume t h i s  t o  be c o r r e c t .  Under t h e  
assumption t h a t  v a r i a b l e s  must be assigned Case, t h e  g rammat i ca l i t y  o f  
(197) i s  myster ious.  Consider t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  (197) :  
(200) [ C P  who [do [IP you b e l i e v e  s i n c e r e l y  [IP ti t o  have "lft]]]] 
I n  (200)  t i 1s separated f rom t h e  Case-assigning verb  by t h e  adverb 
s ince re l y .  We must conclude t h a t  ti cannot r ece i ve  Case. Under t h e  
assumption t h a t  v a r i a b l e s  need Case, t h e  sentence (197) should  be 
exc luded ,  c o n t r a r y  t o  f a c t .  A s o l u t i o n  t o  t h i s  apparent  c o n f l i c t  has 
been proposed by  E p s t e i n  (1987).  E p s t e i n  proposes t h a t  v a r i a b l e s  a r e  
s u b j e c t  t o  a  weaker c o n t r a i n t  t han  o v e r t  NPs. He f o r m u l a t e s  t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  p r i n c i p l e .  
(201)  A v a r i a b l e  a must be governed by a  Case-assigner.  
Under s t a n d a r d  assumpt ion  Case i s  ass igned  under government. But  t h e  
government r e l a t i o n  necessary  f o r  Case-marking 1s o n l y  a  subse t  o f  t h e  
more genera l  r e l a t i o n  o f  government. U n l i k e  Case assignment,  
government 1s n o t  c o n s t r a i n e d  by an ad jacency requ ivement .  Thus, i t  i s  
commonly assumed t h a t  a  d a t i v e  complement, f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  i s  governed 
by  t h e  ve rb ,  even though i t  i s  n o t  a d j a c e n t  t o  it. Under E p s t e i n ' s  
p r o p o s a l  t h e  ungramrna t i ca l i t y  o f  ( 1 9 6 )  i s  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r l y  accounted 
f o r .  Seems i s  n o t  a Case-assigner;  consequen t l y  even though t h e  
v a r i a b l e  1s governed by  i t ,  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  (198) w i l l  be adequa te l y  
exc luded .  I n  ( 1 9 7 ) ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  v a r i a b l e  i s  governed by  t h e  
Case-ass ign ing v e r b  b e l i e v e  so t h a t  t h e  sentence i s  c o r r e c t l y  
p r e d i c t e d  t o  be grammat ica l .  G iven t h e  s t r u c t u r e  we have proposed f o r  
1 7 1 ) ,  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  i n  (201) c o u l d  be f u l f i l l e d  i n  two ways. F i r s t ,  
we may c o n s i d e r  I t o  q i - a l i f i y  as a  Case-assigner even when i t  does n o t  
a c t u a l l y  a s s i g n  Case, as i n  i n f i n i t i v a l .  If so, t h e  s u b j e c t  t r a c e  w i l l  
be governed by I and adequately l i c e n s e d  under  (201) .  A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  we 
may t a k e  t h e  t r a c e  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP t o  be t h e  v a r i a b l e  wh ich  1s 
governed by t h e  v e r b  c r o i r e ,  as i n  Kayne's p r o p o s a l .  Bu t  c l e a r l y  
e i t h e r  o f  t h e s e  ways of  s a t i s f y i n g  (201)  would work e q u a l l y  w e l l  f o r  
cases l i k e  (170 ) .  To a v o i d  th - i s  problem, we c o u l d  r e i n f o r c e  E p s t e i n ' s  
p r i n c i p l e  ( 2 0 1 , )  and r e q u i r e  t h a t  v a r i a b l e s  need t o  be c a n o n i c a l l y  
governed by a  ( p o t e n t i a l )  Case-assigner. In t h i s  case, w e  movement o f  
I t o  C which we have proposed f o r  ep i s t em ic  complelnents may be taken  
t o  f u l f i l l  t h e  s t r e n g t h e n e d  requirement w i t hou t  c r e a t i n g  
overgenera t ion  o f  unwanted e x t r a c t i o n s m g 4  Th i s  seems t o  be somewhat 
redundant, however, g i ven  t h e  account we proposed -above. We assumed 
t h a t  I moves t o  C t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  Agreement P r i n c i p l e  and, i n d i r e c t l y ,  
t h e  ECP. We cou ld  assume t h a t  I - to-C a l s o  s a t i s f i e ' s  t h e  Case f i l t e r .  
There are,  however, cons ide ra t i ons  p e r t a i n i n g  t o  s u b t l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  
among cases o f  s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  f rom ep is temic  complements, t o  which 
we t u r n  s h o r t l y ,  which suggest t h a t  t h i s  i s  no t  c o r r e c t  and t h a t  t h e  
Case f i l t e r  i s  s a t i s f i e d  d i f f e r e n t l y .  For t h i s  reason, we w i l l  
e xp l o re  an a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  E p s t e i n ' s  p roposa l .  
L e t  us assume t e n t a t i v e l y  t h a t  v a r i a b l e s  do .no t  need Case. I f  so, we 
need an a l t e r n a t i v e  account f o r  t h e  ungrammat ica l i t y  o f  (196) .  A 
sentence such as (196) may have two d i f f e r e n t  s t r u c t u r e s .  The verb  
seems suba tegor i zes  e i t h e r  f o r  a  CP complement o r  f o r  an I P  
complement. L e t  us f i r s t  l ook  a t  a  s t r u c t u r e  i n  wh'ich seems has 
subcategor ized f o r  a  CP. (196) i n  t h i s  case w i l l  have t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
s t r u c t u r e :  
( 2 0 2 )  [Who does i t  seem [ C P  4' [ t t o  have l e f t ] ] ]  
I n  our  view, t h i s  d e r i v a t i o n  w i l l  be s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  r u l e d  ou t  by 
t h e  ECP. Reca l l  t h a t  we have proposed t h a t  an i n f i n i t i v a l  CO 1s n o t  an 
agree ing cornplernentizer and thus  cannot L-mark I P .  Consequently, t he  
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94. The s t r eng then ing  o f  t h e  requirement causes problems f o r  r e g u l a r  
sub jec t  e x t r a c t  i o n ,  however. 
I P  o f  t h e  embedded sentence remains a  b a r r i e r  and Co i s  unable t o  
P rope r l y  head-govern t h e  sub jec t  t r a c e .  Th i s  leads t o  an ECP 
v i o l a t i o n .  I n  t h i s  case again,  t h e  hypothes is  t h a t  v a r i a b l e s  need Case 
i s  no t  needed f o r  t h e  exp lana t i on  o f  t h e  ungrammat ica l i t y  o f  t h i s  
d e r i v a t i o n .  Account ing f o r  t he  case i n  which seems subcategor izes f o r  
an I P ,  however, i s  more d i f f i c u l t .  Let  us cons ider  t h i s  s t r u c t u r e :  
( 2 0 3 )  [Who does[ t 2  [ i t  seem [IP t i  t o  have l e f t ] ] ] ]  
Under s tandard assumptions, t h e  I P  complement w i l l  be L-marked by t h e  
ve rb  seems so t h a t  i t w i l l  no t  be a  b a r r i e r .  I f  so, ti w i l l  be 
antecedent-governed by t z  and proper  1 y  head-governed by seems. The ECP 
i s  s a t i f i e d  and t h e  sentence i s  p r e d i c t e d  t o  be grammatical ,  c o n t r a r y  
t o  f a c t .  
The s o l u t i o n  we propose f o r  t h i s  problem r e l i e s  on t h e  e x p l e t i v e  
replacement hypo thes is  made by Chomsky ( 1 9 8 6 ) .  Chomsky argued t h a t  
e x p l e t i v e s ,  no t  be ing  meaningfu l  a t  L F ,  must be e l im ina ted .  Th i s  i s ,  
i n  h i s  v iew, a  d i r e c t  consequence o f  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o'F F u l l  
I n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  which r equ i r es  t h a t  every element represented a t  LF 
c o n t r i b u t e  t o  semant ic i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  Assuming t h a t  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  
i n  a sentence such as ( 1 9 6 )  t h e  e x p l e t i v e  i t  w i l l  have t o  be rep laced  
a t  LF. As i s  w e l l  known, e x p l e t i v e s  a re  l e x i c a l l y  s p e c i f i e d  f o r  t h e  
elements t hey  can be rep laced  by.  Thus, there i n  Eng l i sh  i s  l e x i c a l l y  
s p e c i f i e d  t o  assoc ia te  w i t h  NPs and It i s  l e x i c a l l y  s p e c i f i e d  t o  
assoc ia te  w i t h  sentences,  Pushing t h i s  a l i t t l e  f u r t h e r ,  I propose 
t h a t  i t  can o n l y  be rep laced by a CP and c r u c i a l l y  no t  by an IP .  We 
can view t h i s  as an ex tens ion  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  cannot assoc ia te  
w i t h  e lements  b e a r i n g  p h i - f e a t u r e s .  Bo th  NP and I P ,  w h i c h  presumably 
bea rs  t h e  f e a t u r e s  o f  i t s  s u b j e c t ,  a r e  e lements  w i t h  p h i - f e a t u r e s .  
G iven t h i s  assumpt ion,  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  i n  ( 2 0 3 )  w i l l  be exc luded  as a  
v i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  F u l l  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n :  i t  w i l l  n o t  be 
r e p l a c e d  a t  LF and t h e  sentence w i l l  be u n i n t e r p r e t a b l e .  
Assuming t h a t  t h e  a n a l y s i s  we have proposed f o r  (196)  i s  p l a u s i b l e ,  we 
do n o t  need t h e  assumpt ion  t h a t  v a r i a b l e s  need t o  be Case-marked. On 
t h e  o t h e r  hand ,  we have n o t  shown t h a t  t h i s  h y p o t h e s i s  i s  wrong. It 
may s t i l l  come i n t o  p l a y  e lsewhere.  Our c l a i m  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  t h a t  i t  
i s  n o t  needed t o  account  f o r  cases such as ( 1 9 6 ) .  There  i s ,  however, 
independent  ev idence  wh ich  suggests  t h a t  Case might s t i l l  be g e n e r a l l y  
needed f o r  v a r i a b l e s .  
P o l l o c k  (1985) n o t e d  t h a t  n o t  a l l  cases o f  s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  o u t  o f  
e p i s t e m i c  i n f i n i t i v a l  complements a r e  e q u a l l y  good: sentences w i t h  
p a s s i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  o r  unnaccusa t i ve  ve rbs  i n  t h e  complements o f  t h e  
e p i s t e m i c  ve rbs  a l l o w  s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n s  more e a s i l y  t h a n  sentences 
w i t h  p u r e l y  i n t r a n s i t i v e  o r  t r a n s i t i v e  ve rbs .  We reproduce some o f  
P o l l o c k ' s  c o n t r a s t s  i n  ( 204 )  and ( 2 0 5 ) :  
( 2 0 4 )  
a. L'homme que j e  c r o y a i s  e t r e  a r r i v 6 / e n t r 6 / a v o i r  dtsparu 
t h e  man who I t h o u g h t  t o  have ar r ived/come/d isappeared 
b.?*L'homme que j e  c r o y a i s  a v o i r  te16phone/tousse/~)1onge 
t h e  man who I t h o u g h t  t o  have telephoned/coughed/dived 
(205) 
a. L'homme que j e  c roya i s  a v o i r  6 t 6  in jus tement  
condarnn6/accus6/execut6 
t h e  man who I thought  t o  have been u n f a i r l y  
condernned/accused/executed 
b?*L1homme que j e  c r o y a i s  a v o i r  i n jus tement  
condarnn6/accuse/6x6cuter ces pr isonn,ers  
t h e  man who I thought t o  have u n f a i r l y  
condemned/accused/executed these p r i sonne rs  
On t h e  bas i s  o f  these and s i m i l a r  c o n t r a s t s ,  P o l l o c k  proposes t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  r u l e :  
(206) NP - - >  [+Case] when governed by V *  
V *  unaccusat ive verbs,  pass ive  p a r t i c i p l e s  and g t r e  
More r e c e n t l y ,  a  s i m i l a r  proposal  has been made by B e l l e t t i  (1986) .  
B e l l e t t i  proposes t h a t  verbs o f  t h e  t ype  V *  a re  verb:; which can ass ign  
a  p a r t i t i v e  i nhe ren t  Case t o  t h e i r  D-s t ruc tu re  complements. To account 
f o r  t h e  c o n t r a s t  i n  (204) and (2051, Po l l ock  argues t h a t  s u b j e c t  
e x t r a c t i o n  o u t  o f  ep is temic  i n f i n i t i v a l s  i s  p o s s i b l e  i f  Case can be 
g iven  t o  t h e  lowest t r a c e  by a  V*. As he argues, t h i s  suggests t h a t  
Case assignment i n t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP, i f  p o s s i b l e  a t  a l l ,  i s  a  ve r y  
marked op t i on .  Assuming t h i s  t o  be c o r r e c t ,  and pursu ing  t h e  a n a l y s i s  
we proposed above, we o b t a i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t r u c t u r e  f o r  sentences of 
t h e  t y p e  i n  ( 2 0 4 ) a .  and ( 2 0 5 ) b .  
( 2 0 7 )  l'hornme [CP que [ I P I  t i  [ I P I  j e  c r o y a i s  [ C P Z  t z  [ c ' z  I l i p 2  t 3  
a v o i r  6 t 6  accuse t 4 l l l l ~ " l  
I n  t h i s  s t r u c t u r e ,  we have a  [ + H R ]  cha in  m in ima l l y  i r c l u d i n g 9 5  t h e  
95. There a re  more t r a c e s  "i the  Spec o f  t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  
dominat ing t h e  pas t  p a r t i c i p l e  and t h e  a u x i l i a r y ,  which we have 
t r a c e s  ( t 2 ,  t s ,  and t 4 ) ,  f o l l o w e d  by a  [-HR] cha in  m i n i m a l l y  i n c l u d i n g  
t h e  ope ra to r  w e  and t i ad jo i ned  t o  t h e  upper I P ,  Under t h e  Case 
c o n d i t i o n  on chains,  however, t h e  [+HR] cha in  i s  excluded because t h e  
head i s  no t  Case-marked. As f o r  t h e  [+HR] cha ins ,  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
ques t i on  a r i ses :  which o f  t h e  t h r e e  t r a c e s  t 2 ,  t s ,  and t 4 ,  each p a r t  
o f  an [+HR] cha in ,  i s  t o  be taken  as t h e  r e l e v a n t  v a r i a b l e  f o r  t h e  
ope ra to r  que? Under s tandard assumptions, i t  i s  t h e  head o f  a  [tHR] 
cha in  which i s  taken t o  be t h e  r e l e v a n t  v a r i a b l e .  Tak ing t h e  t r a c e  i n  
t h e  Spec o f  CP t o  be t h e  head o f  t h e  [+HRJ cha in ,  we come t o  t h e  
conc lus i on  t h a t  v a r i a b l e s  do no t  need Case, s ince  these  sentences a r e  
wel l - formed. But t h i s  p o s i t i o n  leaves t h e  c o n t r a s t  i n  ( 2 0 4 )  and ( 2 0 5 )  
unaccounted f o r .  
We propose t h a t  i ns tead  o f  t a k i n g  t h e  h i ghes t  p o s i t i o n  i n  a  [tHR] 
cha in  t o  be t h e  r e l e v a n t  v a r i a b l e ,  we t ake  t h e  e n t i r e  sequence o f  
[tHR] p o s i t i o n s  t o  f u n c t i o n  as t h e  r e l e v a n t  "extended v a r i a b l e " .  T h i s  
proposal  has two advantages: f i r s t ,  i t  bypasses t h e  v i o l a t i o n  on t h e  
c o n d i t i o n  on t h e  wel l - formedness o f  [+HR] cha ins .  Second, i t  a l l ows  us 
t o  m a i n t a i n  t h e  assumption t h a t  v a r i a b l e s  need t o  be Case-marked. Our 
v a r i a b l e ,  t h e  cha in  ( t s ,  t 3 ,  t 4 ) ,  con ta i ns  bo th  a @-marked p o s i t i o n  
and a  Case-marked p o s i t i o n .  I t  thus  s a t i s f i e s  t h e  V i s i b i l i t y  ve r s i on  
of t h e  Case f i l t e r .  Given t h e  proposed n o t i o n  o f  extended v a r i a b l e ,  
t h e  c o n t r a s t s  i n  (204)  ( 2 0 5 )  can now rece i ve  a  ve r y  n a t u r a l  
exp lana t i on .  Grammatical i ns tances  o f  s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  a re  cases i n  
which t h e  extended v a r i a b l e  meets t h e  Case requ 
no t  i nc l uded  t o  keep t he  s t r u c t u r e  manageab 
i r r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  p resen t  d iscuss ion .  
i rement . Ungrammat 
l e .  The i r  presence 
i ns tances  qf sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n  a re  cases i n  which t h e  Case 
requ i  rement i s  no t  met. g 6  
I n  a sense, what we a re  propos ing here can be viewed as an ex tens ion  
o f  t h e  c o n d i t i o n  on t h e  well-formedness o f  ftHR1 chains.  
(208) 
( a i . .  . .an )  i s  a wel l - formed [ t H R ]  cha in  i f f  ( a )  o r  ( b ) :  
( a )  a1 i s  a  Case-marked p o s i t i o n  
and an 1 s  a  9 -pos i t i on  
( b )  a, i s  t h e  f oo t  o f  a wel l - formed [-HR] cha in  and 
an i s  a Case-marked p o s i t i o n .  
Given (208 ) ,  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  f o r  t h e  head o f  a [ t H R ]  cha in  t o  f a i l  t o  
be Case-marked i f  and o n l y  i f  t h e  head o f  t h i s  o therw ise  wel l - formed 
[ t H R J  cha in  (every  l i n k  i s  p r o p e r l y  antecedent-  and head-governed) 1s 
p r o p e r l y  bound by an opera to r ;  t h a t  i s ,  t h e  head o f  t h e  [+HR] cha in  i s  
t h e  f o o t  o f  a wel l - formed [ - H R I  chain .  The head o f  t he  [ t H R I  cha in  
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96.  Our conc lus ion  seems t o o  s t r ong ,  s i nce  t h e r e  a re  speakers f o r  whom 
tne c o n t r a s t s  i n  (204) and ( 2 0 5 )  do no t  e x i s t .  P o l l o c k  suggests 
t h a t  f o r  these speakers, Case-marking i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP must be a  
p o s s i b i l i t y .  We suggest Ins tead  t h a t  t h e  speaker:: i n  ques t i on  have 
a  more robus t  system of inheren t  Case-marking. For  these speakers, 
i nhe ren t  Case-marking i s  no t  l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  verbs of t h e  V*  c l ass .  
I f  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  we expect these speakers t o  accept impersonal 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  w i t h  i n t r a n s i t i v e  o r  even t r a n s i t i v e  verbs. 
Sentences such as those i n  ( 1 )  have been repo r t ed  i n  t h e  
l i t e r a t u r e  t o  be acceptab le  f o r  a  number o f  speakers: 
(1 )  
a. I1 a  te lephone beaucoup de gens a u j o u r d ' h t ~ i .  
There have te lephones many people today 
Many people have telephoned today. 
b .  A une cer- ta ine epoque, i 1  a mange beaucoup de l i n g u i s t e s  dans ce 
res tau ran t  
~t a c e r t a i n  t ime ,  t h e r e  a t e  many l i n g u i s t s  i n  t h i s  r e s t u r a n t  
There was a  t ime  when many l i n g u i s t s  a t e  i n  t h i s  r es tau ran t .  
w i l l  no t  have t o  be e i t h e r  a  Case-marked p o s i t i o n  or:.a 0-marked 
p o s i t i o n .  I f  so, i t i s  odd t o  regard  t he  head o f  t h e  [+HR]  cha in  as 
t h e  v a r i a b l e  bound by t h e  ope ra to r .  I n  our  v iew, t h e  v a r i a b l e  w i l l  be 
t h e  e n t i r e  sequence of [ + H R ]  p o s i t i o n s ,  i n c l u d i n g  tin, which w i l l  be a  
Case-marked p o s i t i o n  and, i n  t h e  examples (204)a. e;nd (205)a. ,  a 6- 
marked p o s i t i o n .  I n  Chomsky ( 1 9 8 1 ) ,  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  ergument i s  d e f i n e d  
as a  cha in .  Our proposal  s i m i l a r l y  d e f i n e s  a v a r i a b l e  as a  cha in .  That 
i s ,  i t  i s  e i t h e r  a  cha in  of l e n g t h  1,  as i s  u s u a l l y  assumed, bu t  i t  
can a l s o  be a  cha in  of l e n g t h  n. Consider t h e  f o l l o w i n g  a b s t r a c t  
seauence: 
Under c u r r e n t  assumptions, t h i s  sequence i s  o n l y  wel l - formed i f  t h e  
head o f  t h e  [+HR] cha in  i s  Case-marked. Under our  p roposa l ,  t h i s  i s  no 
longer  necessary. I t  1s s u f f i c i e n t  t h a t  t h e  f o o t  o f  t h e  [+HRl-sequence 
be Case-marked and t h a t  t h e  [-HR] cha in  be wel l - formed f o r  an extended 
v a r i a b l e  t o  be we1 1-formed. 
L e t  us cons ider  some more complex examples o f  what we have c a l l e d  
extended v a r i a b l e s .  Consider t h e  p a i r  o f  sentences i n  (210):  
(210)  
a . * l e  jeune gardon que t u  as essay4 d ' e t r e  suscep t i f c~ le  d ' e t r e  l e  
m e i l l e u r  e t u d i a n t  de l a  c l a s s e .  
t h e  young boy t h a t  you t r i e d  t o  be l i k e l y  t o  be t h e  b e s t  
s t u d e n t  i n  t h e  c l a s s .  
b. l e  jeune garcon que t u  c r o i s  e t r e  s u s c e p t i b l e  d ' e t r e  I e  
m e i l l e u r  e t u d i a n t  de l a  c lasse .  
t h e  young boy t h a t  you b e l i e v e  t o  be l i k e l y  t o  be t h e  b e s t  
s t u d e n t  i n  t h e  c l a s s .  
2 1 0 ) a .  i s  ungrammat ica l ,  a l t h o u g h  i t  seeming ly  meets t h e  requ i remen t  
t h a t  we have p o s i t e d  f o r  a  [ t H R ]  c h a i n  f o l l o w e d  by  an [ -HR] c h a i n .  
( 2 1 0 ) b . ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, i s  g rammat ica l  w i t h  a p p a r e n t l y  t h e  same 
s t r u c t u r e .  L e t  us c o n s i d e r  i n  d e t a i l  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  o f  each of  t h e s e  
sentences:  
(211)  . .. [ C P I  que [IPI ti [IPI t u  as essaye [cpz t 2  [cv d '  [ I P ~  t s  
e t r e  s u s c e p t i b l e  d ' f1p.1 t 4  e t r e  [ t 5  l e  m e i l l e u r  b t u d i a n t  de l a  
c l a s s e l l l l l l ] ] 9 7 ~  
I n  ( 2 1 1 ) ,  t 3  i s  n o t  Case-marked; under t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  g i v e n  i n  t h e  
p r e v i o u s  s e c t i o n ,  t h i s  i s  n o t  a  prob lem i f  a  we l l - f o rmed  [-HR] c h a i n  
can l i c e n s e  t h e  [+k iR ]  cha in .  The t r a c e  t 5 ,  which,  i n  o u r  te rms ,  i s  t h e  
f o o t  o f  t h e  extended v a r i a b l e ,  i s  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  Case-marked by  t h e  V *  
g t r e .  As we assumed above, however, i n  such s t r u c t u r e s  t h e  Agreement 
P r i n c i p l e  cannot  be met and t h u s  L-marking o f  I P  does n o t  occu r .  De i n  
----------- 
97.  We have n o t  d e t a i l e d  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  between t a  and t 4 .  T h i s  must 
be a  p r o p e r  [ + H R l  c h a i n  under any assumpt ion ,  as shown by t h e  
g r a m m a t i c a l i t y  o f  ( 1 ) :  
( 1 )  
Jean e s t  s u s c e p t i b l e  d ' e t r e  I e  m e i l l e u r  e l e v e  de sa c l a s s e .  
Jean i s  l i k e l y  t o  be t h e  b e s t  s t u d e n t  i n  h i s  c l a s s .  
98 .  C f ,  Ruwet(1982) f o r  arguments t h a t  suscep t i b l e  1:; a  r a i s i n g  
a d j e c t i v e  i n  French.  
CP2 i s  n o t  an agree ing complement izer,  and consequent ly  i t  cannot L-  
mark IP .  As a  r e s u l t ,  t 3  w i l l  no t  be head-governed, which leads  t o  an 
ECP v i o l a t i o n .  
The proper  s t r u c t u r e  f o r  (210)b.  i s  ( 2 1 2 ) ,  i n  whici' I has r a i s e d  t o  
C 2 .  
( 2 1 2 )  . . .  ICPI que IIPI t i  [IPI t u  as c r u  [ C P ~  t 2  [ c - 2  e t r e  [ i p s  t 3  t 
s u s c e p t i b l e  d ' [ 1 ~ 4  t 4  S t r e  [t5 l e  m e i l l e u r  e t u d i a n t  de l a  
c ~ a s s e l l l l l l l l  
I n  t h i s  s t r u c t u r e ,  t he  ECP i s  s a t i s f i e d ,  s i nce  t h e  Agreement p r i n c i p l e  
i s  met and I P  i s  no t  a  b a r r i e r .  The extended v a r i a b l e  ( t 2 . . t 5 )  i s  
Case-marked, s i nce  t s  can rece i ve  i nhe ren t  Case f rom gt re .99  The 
s t r u c t u r e  i s  grammatical ,  as we p r e d i c t .  
The a n a l y s i s  we have proposed t o  account f o r  t h e  c o n t r a s t s  found by 
P o l l o c k  i n  t h e  French i n f i n i t i v a l  r e l a t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  p r e d i c t s  t h a t  
s i m i l a r  c o n t r a s t s  should  be found i n  t h e  E n g l i s h  cons tuc t i ons  i n  which 
a  v a r i a b l e  seems t o  f a i l  t o  be Case-marked. Reca l l  t h a t  we have 
mentioned two c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  which v a r i a b l e s  seem t o  f a i l  t o  be 
Case-marked: t h e  I n f i n i t i v a l  complement o f  t h e  ve rb  assure and cases 
99. See D.Couquaux f o r  arguments t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  copu la r  
sentences i n v o l v e s  an SC s t r u c t u r e  l i k e  t h e  one g iven  i n  ( 2 1 2 ) .  
There 1s o n l y  one case o f  an impersonal  c o n s t r u c t i o n  where &re 
accepts an NP: I 1  4 t a i t  une f o i s  ("Once upon a  t ime" ,  1  i t .  "There 
was a t i m e " ) .  We do n o t  have an exp lana t i on  f o r  why sentences of  
t h e  t ype  I7 es t  un homme i n t e l l i g e n t  ( "There  i s  an man 
i n t e l l i g e n t " )  a re  no t  ve ry  good i n  comparison w i t h  17 e s t  a r r i v e  
un homme ( "There  a r r i v e d  a  man"), Sentences w i t h  a d i f f e r e n t  
e x p l e t i v e ,  though, a re  ve ry  common: C'es t  un ho,nme I n t e l  1 i gen t  
( " I t ' s  an i n t e l l i g e n t  man"). Perhaps t h e  e x p l e t i v e  11 i s  
incompat ib le  w i t h  an Small Clause. 
o f  sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n  ou t  o f  a  be l i eve  c lause over  an adverb. We 
repeat  bo th  cases here f o r  convenience: 
( 2 1 3 )  
a. John, who I assure you t o  be t h e  bes t  s tuden t  i n  the  c l a s s .  
b. Who do you b e l i e v e  s i n c e r e l y  t o  be the  bes t  s tuden t  i n  t h e  c lass?  
I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  t h e  p r e d i c t i o n  i s  f u l f i l l e d  f o r  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  i n  
(213)a. We f i n d  c o n t r a s t s  between s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  o u t  of 
complements c o n t a i n i n g  a  V*  ve rb  as opposed t o  complements c o n t a i n i n g  
an i n t r a n s i t i v e  o r  a  t r a n s i t i v e  verb: 
( 2  1 4 )  
a. ? *  John, who I assure you t o  have bought my o l d e s t  c a r  
b. ? *  Mary, who I assure you t o  have danced very  w e l l  
c. ? This  sec re ta r y ,  who I assure you t o  a r r i v e  always on t i m e  
d. a man who I assure you t o  be w e l l  apprec ia ted  by everyone 
Under our  v iew, sentences l i k e  (214)b. and c. a re  a l s o  examples 
i n v o l v i n g  extended v a r i a b l e s .  The f o o t  o f  t h e  [+HRl] cha in  i s  Case- 
marked by a  V *  verb. lOO 
100.  A l though example c. i s  s t i l l  somewhat marg ina l ,  i t  i s  b e t t e r  than  
examples a. and b. Examples w i t h  be, such as (213)a. ,  a re  
p e r f e c t .  A l though we do no t  have an exp lana t i on  f o r  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  sentences w i t h  be a re  b e t t e r  than  sentences w i t h  o t h e r  verbs 
o f  t h e  V *  c l ass ,  i t  migh t  p l a u s i b l y  be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
be seems t o  be ab le  t o  ass ign accusa t i ve  Case, s t anda rd l y  assumed 
t o  be a s t r u c t u r a l  Case i n  some ins tances ,  as f o r  example i n  t h e  
ve ry  commonly-used express ion "It ' s  me" repea ted ly  and 
u s e l e s s l y  condemned by p r e s c r i p t i v e  grammarians,, The m a r g i n a l i t y  
o f  ( 2 1 4 ) ~ .  may be due t o  t h e  assignment of i nhe ren t  Case and t h e  
d e f i n i t n e s s  e f f e c t  u s u a l l y  assoc ia ted  -. w i t h  i t  ( C f .  ? Who d i d  
t h e r e  a r r i v e  yes te rday) .  
The p r e d i c t i o n  "i n o t  f u l f i l l e d ,  however, i n  sentences o f  t h e  t y p e  i n  
(213.) b .  For  t h e s e  sentences,  t h e r e  i s  no d i s t i n c t  i o n  between 
complements c o n t a i n i n g  V* ve rbs  and t h o s e  c o n t a i n i n g  o t h e r  ve rbs .  
(215)  
a.Who do you b e l i e v e  s i n c e r e l y  t o  have bought  t h e  u g l i e s t  a n t i q u e  
b.Who do you b e l i e v e  s i n c e r e l y  t o  have a r r i v e d  l a t e  
c.Who do you b e l i e v e  s i n c e r e l y  t o  be a p p r e c i a t e d  by many peop le  
T h i s  suggests  t h a t  t h e s e  examples do n o t  i n v o l v e  ex tended v a r i a b l e s  
and t h a t  t h e i r  g r a m m a t i c a l i t y  s h o u l d  be accounted f o r  d i f f e r e n t l y .  
I n t e r e s t i n g  examples no ted  by P o s t a l  show t h a t  an adverb  h a v i n g  scope 
o v e r  t h e  m a t r i x  p r e d i c a t e  may m a r g i n a l l y  o c c u r  a f t e r  an e x c e p t i o n a l l y  
Case-marked NP: 
( 2 1 6 )  
a . 1  b e l i e v e  John s i n c e r e l y  t o  be t h e  b e s t  s t u d e n t  i n  my c l a s s .  
G iven t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y ,  sentences o f  t h e  t y p e  i n  (213)b.  m i g h t  have a  
d i f f e r e n t  s t r u c t u r e  f r o m  t h e  one we gave above. We had assumed t h a t  
t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  WH-trace o c c u r r e d  f o l l o w i n g  t h e  adve rb ,  b u t  g i v e n  
t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  sentences l i k e  ( 2 1 6 ) ,  t h i s  may be i n c o r r e c t .  The 
s t r u c t u r e  may be r a t h e r  as i n  (217 ) :  
(217)  whoi do you b e l i e v e  ti s i n c e r e l y  t o  be i n t e l l i g e n t .  
If so tb'e t r a c e  would be adequately Case-marked by t h e  verb,  and t h e  
absence o f  c o n t r a s t  i n  ( 2 1 5 )  wouid f o l l ow .  Moreover,  t h i s  removes t h e  
main argument aga ins t  t he  Case requ i  rement f o r  t r aces .  O 1  
Another example o f  extended v a r i a b l e s ,  which we have seen severa l  
t imes ,  i s  t h e  [ t H R ]  cha in  c rea ted  by r e g u l a r  s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n s  
showing t h e  que/qui a l t e r n a t i o n .  Reca l l  t h a t  i n  ou r  view t h e  Spec o f  
CP i s  a  [ + H R ]  p o s i t i o n .  Moreover, i t  i s  no t  a  Case-marked p o s i t i o n .  
Thus we have a  [ t H R ]  cha in  between t h e  Spec of I P  and t h e  Spec o f  CP 
which does no t  conform t o  c lause a. of t h e  well-formedness c o n d i t i o n  
on [+HR] chains.  A l i t e r a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  Case c o n d i t i o n  on 
[ t H R ]  cha ins would r u l e  ou t  any s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  under t h e  a n a l y s i s  
we have proposed. But g iven  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  extended v a r i a b l e  we have 
101. The p l a u s i b i l i t y  of t h i s  v iew i s  i n  our  sense r e i n f o r c e d  by the  
f a c t  t h a t  examples s i m i l a r  t o  ( 2 1 6 )  occur  commonly i n  
Scandinavian languages. C f .  Holmberg, Thrainsson, e t c .  Holmberg 
suggests an a n a l y s i s  o f  these examples i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  r u l e  o f  
Object  S h i f t  t h a t  he proposes. For him t h e  s t u c t u r e  o f  s i m i l a r  
sentences i n  I c e l a n d i c  would be:  
[ I b e l i e v e  John s i n c e r e l y  [ t t o  have l e f t ] ]  
The o b j e c t  has f i r s t  moved o u t  o f  t h e  ECM c lause  by Ob jec t  S h i f t  
and has ad jo ined  t o  the  VP o f  t h e  h i ghe r  c lause .  The f a c t  t h a t  
t h e  V appears h igher  i s  due t o  movement t o  I .  I t  may be t h a t  
( 2 1 6 )  i s  a remnant o f  an e a r l i e r  p e r i o d  o f  E n g l i s r i  where V- to- I  
occurred,  and  perhaps Ob jec t  S h i f t  3s w e l l .  For modern Eng l i sh ,  
we cou ld  assume, f o l l o w i n g  Pesetsky,  t h a t  b e l i e v e  has r a i s e d  t o  p 
( o r  AC-9-Cl and t h a t  bo th  t h e  NP and t h e  adverb s ince re ly  a re  
ad jo i n?d  t o  VP ( a l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  t h e  NP m igh t  be 'in t h e  Spec o f  a  
lower p ) .  Th i s  would e n t a i l ,  however, t h a t  a ve rb  moved i n t o  4 
can ass ign Case ( c o n t r a r y  t o  ! $ h a t  i s  assumed by Pesetsky) as long  
as t h e  NP 1s ad jacen t  t o  -it. Th i s  suggests t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  
successive Case-marking f o r  double-ob ject  cons t r -uc t ions ,  s i m i l a r  
t o  t h e  pro,uosal i n  Lsrson (19881 ,  b u t  f rom a Func t i ona l  
P r o j e c t i o n .  We w i l l  no t  pursue such a  suggest ion.  
developed above 
b y  t h e  movement 
Given t h e  d e f i n  
t h e  [ + H R ]  cha in  formed i n  cases o f  sub jec t  e x t r a c t i o n  
o f  t h e  sub jec t  t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP i s  f u l l y  l i censed .  
t i o n  o f  extended v a r i a b l e s  we have proposed i n  t h e  
p rev i ous  s e c t i o n ,  we expect  sentences w i t h  extended v a r i a b l e s  t o  be 
ill formed i f  t h e  [-HRI chains o f  which they  a re  t h e  f o o t  a re  
themselves 111 formed. T h i s  i s  i n  f a c t  conf i rmed by an i n t e r e s t i n g  
phenomenon f i r s t  observed by Pesetsky (1983) which has become known i n  
t h e  1  i t e r a t u r e  as t h e  " S u r p r i s i n g  s u b j e c t  o b j e c t  asymmetries". 
Pesetsky (1983) observed t h a t  t h e r e  a re  some unexpected s u b j e c t / o b j e c t  
asymmetries i n  cases o f  e x t r a c t i o n  f rom s e n t e n t i a l  complements 
embedded w i t h i n  i s l a n d s .  Consider t h e  f o l l o w i n g  cases: 
( 2 1 8 )  
a.*Qui est-ce que t u  t e  demandes s i P i e r r e  c r o i s  q u i  v i end ra  
Who do you wonder whether you b e l i e v e  w i l l  come 
b.?Qui est-ce que t u  t e  demandes s1 P i e r r e  c r o i s  que Mar ie  
rencont r e ra .  
Who do you wonder i f  Pe te r  be l i eves  t h a t  Mary w-:1l meet 
Under s tandard assumptions, bo th  of these sentences; should  lead  t o  a  
subjacency v i o l a t i o n .  Indeed, antecedent government (and head 
government) i s  met f o r  t h e  o b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  and f o r  t h e  s u b j e c t  
e x t r a c t i o n  i n  t h e  same way as i t  i s  met i n  r e g u l a r  cases o f  l ong  
d i s t ance  e x t r a c t i o n  (que / q u i ) .  I t  i s  o n l y  a t  t h e  nex t  l e v e l  o f  
embedding t h a t  an i s l a n d  i s  crossed. Since ECP can be s a t i s f i e d  f o r  
b o t h  (218)a.  and (218)b. ,  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  former  1s much worse than  
t h e  l a t t e r  remains unexplained. I n  our  framework, t h e r e  1s a  c r u c i a l  
d i f f e r e n c e  between (218 )a .  and (218)b. I n  (218)a. ,  t h e r e  i s  an 
i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e  i n  t h e  Spec of t h e  most embedded CP. S ince t h i s  
t r a c e  i s  i n  an [+HR] p o s i t i o n ,  i t  cannot be de le ted .  Note t h a t  t h i s  
t r a c e  meets t h e  ECP a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  S - s t r u c i u r e  s i n c e  i t  i s  antecedent  
governed by  a  t r a c e  a d j o i n e d  t o  t h e  VP o f  " c r o i r e "  and head governed 
by t h e  V " c r o i r e " .  But  as we have conc luded above t h e  c h a i n  wh ich  
i n v o l v e s  t h e  t r a c e  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP and t h e  t r a c e  i n  t h e  Spec of  AGR- 
S  i s  a  Case o f  Extended v a r i a b l e ;  t h e  head o f  t h i s  c h a i n  ( t h e  t r a c e  i n  
t h e  Spec CP) i s  n o t  i n  Case marked p o s i t i o n .  T h i s  chisnn can t h u s  o n l y  
be l i c e n c e d  under t h e  c o n d i t i o n  b of t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  w e l l  formedness 
o f  [+HRI cha ins .  T h i s  c o n d i t i o n  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  an ex tended v a r i a b l e  be 
t h e  f o o t  of a w e l l  formed [-HRI c h a i n .  Here t h e  [ -HR' I  c h a i n  i s  n o t  
w e l l  formed s i n c e  t h e r e  i s  a  l e a s t  one l i n k  wh ich  does n o t  meet 
antecedent  government. As a  consequence, t h e  extended v a r i a b l e  formed 
by  s u b ~ e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  i s  n o t  w e l l  formed, l e a d i n g  t o  an i n c r e a s e d  
l e v e l  o f  u n g r a m m a t i c a l i t y .  I n  t h e  case o f  o b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n ,  on t h e  
o t h e r  hand, t h e  v a r i a b l e  i s  w e l l  formed s i n c e  i t  i s  a s i m p l e  v a r i a b l e  
wh ich  occu r  i n  a  Case marked p o s i t i o n .  T h i s  accounts  f o r  t h e  more 
marginal s t a t u s  o f  ( 2 1 8 ) a .  compared t o  ( 2 1 8 ) b  and f o r -  o t h e r  cases o f  
" S u r p r i s i n g  s u b j e c t / o b j e c t  asymmetr ies l o 2  l o 3  T h i s  conc ludes o u r  
102.  See Pesetsky  (1983) ,  Browning(1986) ,  Koopman & S p o r t i c h e  (1988) 
and R i z z i  (1989)  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  accounts  o f  these asymmetr ies and 
more e x t e n s i v e  d i s c u s s i o n s .  
'103. Suppor t  f o r  o u r  a n a l y s i s  comes f r o m  o t h e r  t y p e s  o f  e x t r a c t i o n s  
wh ich  I n v o l v e s  ex tended v a r i a b l e s .  Cons ider  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
c o n t r a s t  : 
( 1 )  
a.?des gens  que j e  me dernande pourquo"'ierre a  1 n v i t 6 s  
b . *des  gens que j e  no de'nande pourquo l  P i e r r e  3 t o u s  i n v i t e s  
To our e a r s  t h e  sentence C i ) ) b .  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  worse t h a n  t h e  
sentence ( ' i ) a .  Recall t h a t  we have suggested i n  c h a p t e r  III 
s e c t i o n  3 . 4 . 6  t h a t  i n  French,  F l o a t i n q  q u a n t i f i e r s  wh ich  o c c u r  
w i t h  o b j e c t s  e x t r a c t i o n s  a r e  i n  t h e  Spec o f  AGR-3 . I f  t h i s  i s  
c o r r e c t ,  ( i ) b .  i r :volves an o t h e r  case o f  ex tended v a r i a b l e s .  I n  
t h i s  case  as w e l l ,  t h e  extended v a r i a b l e  i s  n o t  l i c e n c e d ,  s i n c e  
d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  Case reaui^'ement on v a r i a b l e s .  
To summarize: i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  we have cons ide red  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  which 
have been c la imed  t o  i n v o l v e  Case mark ing  i n t o  t h e  Spec o f  CP. I n  o u r  
framework, s i n c e  t h e  spec o f  CP i s  a  [ + H R l  p o s i t i o n ,  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  
must be exc luded  o r  e l s e  we would wrong ly  p r e d i c t  t h a t  NP can occur  i n  
t h e  Spec CP o f  embedded sentences.  We have proposed an account o f  
these  c o n t r u c t i o n s  i n  te rms o f  t h e  EC?. Our account has l e a d  us t o  
r a i s e  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  t h e  requ i rement  o f  Case mark ing  on v a r i a b l e s .  We 
have proposed t h a t  t h i s  requ i rement  be m a i n t a i n e d  b u t  t h a t  t h e  n o t i o n  
o f  v a r i a b l e  be extended so as t o  i n c l u d e  [ + H R l  cha ins  o f  l e n g t h  n ,  i n  
wh ich t h e  Case requ i rement  1s n o t  s a t i s f i e d  n e c e s s a r i l y  on t h e  head o f  
t h e  cha in .  As we have seen, t h e  n o t i o n  of  extended v a r i a b l e  a l l o w s  us 
t o  account f o r  i n t e r e s t i n g  c o n t r a s t s  among s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n s  f rom 
i n f i n i t i v a l  sentences which remain unaccounted f o r  under t h e  
h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  Case 1s ass igned i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP. Moreover,  i t  a l s o  
a l l o w s  an account  o f  t h e  " S u r p r i s i n g  s u b j e c t / o b j e c t  asymmetr ies 
d i s c o v e r e d  by Pesetsky  ( 1 9 8 3 ) .  To conc lude o u r  s tudy  o f  [ -HR] c h a i n s ,  
we t u r n  i n  t h e  n e x t  s e c t i o n  t o  a  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  Subjacency. 
4 . 7  Subjacency 
I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  we t u r n  t o  Subjacency,  a  q u e s t i o n  we had l e f t  open up 
t o  now f o r  reasons o f  e x p o s i t i o n a l  c l a r i t y ,  A q u e s t i o n  o f t e n  asked 
about S U ~ J Z C ~ ~ C Y  i s  whether o r  n o t  i t  i s  governed by t h e  same 
p r i n c i p l e s  as t h e  ECP. I n  B a r r i e r s ,  Chornsky (1986)b. e s t a b l i s h e s  a  
----------- 
t h e  [ -HR]  c h a i n  i s  n o t  w e l l  formed. Thus t h e  lower  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  
o f  (" ib.  i s  i n  f a c t  expected i n  o u r  v i ew .  
p a r a l l e l  between Subjacency and t h e  ECP, s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  same 
b a r r i e r s  coun t  f o r  b o t h  t y p e s  o f  v i o l a t i o n s .  L a s n i k  and S a i t o  
( f o r t h c o m i n g )  s i m i l a r l y  e s t a b l i s h  a  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  ECP and 
Subjacency by u s i n g  t h e  n o t i o n  Sub jacent  i n  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  
an tecedent  governement. R i z z i  ( 1 9 8 9 ) ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, c o n s i d e r s  
Subjacency t o  be e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  f rom t h e  ECP.  We w i l l  make t h e  
s t r o n g  (and t e n t a t i v e )  c l a i m  t h a t  t h e  ECP and S ~ b j a c e n y  a r e  i n  f a c t  
i d e n t i c a l .  We propose t o  v iew Subjacency as t h e  ECP a p p l i e d  a t  a  l e v e l  
a t  wh ich  a l l  t r a c e s  a r e  p r e s e n t .  ECP t h e n  r e a p p l i e s  a t  LF, t a k i n g  I n t o  
account  o n l y  t r a c e s  l e f t  a f t e r  t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  has a p p l i e d .  Subjacency,  
as we see i t ,  i n v o l v e s  one a d d i t i o n a l  mechanism, wh ich  i s  what we w i l l  
c a l l  t h e  c a l c u l u s  o f  t h e  " f o r c e "  o f  a  b a r r i e r .  I n  o u r  v iew,  t h e  
c a l c u l u s  o f  t h e  f o r c e  o f  a b a r r i e r  r e p l a c e s  t h e  c a l c u l u s  o f  t h e  t o t a l  
number o f  b a r r i e r s  b e i n g  c rossed  i n  assess ing  t h e  s t r e n g t h  o f  a 
p a r t i c u l a r  Subjacency v i o l a t i o n .  S ince  t h e  concept  o f  t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  
i s  c e n t r a l  t o  o u r  p r o p o s a l ,  we w i l l  d i s c u s s  i t  b e f o r ?  we t u r n  t o  t h e  
i s s u e  o f  Subjacency.  We w i l l  d i s c u s s  Chomsky's ( 1 9 8 9 )  p roposa l  t h a t  
t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  f o l l o w s  fo rm t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  F u l l  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and 
argde i n  f a v o r  o f  t h i s  h y p o t h e s i s  and a g a i n s t  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  v iew 
proposed by  R i z ~ i  ( 1 9 8 9 )  which make use o f  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  r e f e r e n t i a l  
I n d i c e s .  Moreover we w 1 1 1  argue t h a t  t h e  t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  h y p o t h e s i s  has 
e m p i r i c a l  consequences and a l l o w s  an e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
F l o a t i n g  Q u a n t i f f e r s  a r e  i n c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  [ -HR]  cha' ins,  a  f a c t  wh ich  
u p  t o  new has remained unaccounted f o r .  
4.7.1 Trace d e l e t i o n  
I n  t h e  B a r r i e r s  framework, f o l l o w i n g  t h e  o r i g i n a l  proposal  by Lasnik  
and S a i t o  (1984) ,  t h e  mechanism o f  t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  e s s e n t i a l l y  serves 
t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  WH-argument cha ins f rom ad junc t  chains;104 i t  i s  
i ns t r umen ta l  i n  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  Subjacency v i o l a t i o n s  f rom ECP 
v i o l a t i o n s .  I n  an argument-operator cha in ,  i f  an i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e  
cannot be -[-marked because o f  a f a i l u r e  o f  antecedent government, t h i s  
t r a c e  may be erased. I f  t h e  t r a c e  i s  erased, t h e r e  w i l l  be no ECP 
v i o l a t i o n  a t  LF. A f a u l t y  t r a c e  i n  an ad junc t  cha in ,  however, cannot 
be erased, so i t  w i l l  always l ead  t o  an ECP v i o l a t . i on .  
Chomsky (1989) proposes v iew ing  t h e  d e l e t i o n  o f  t r a c e s  i n  opera to r -  
v a r i a b l e  cha ins  as a  consequence o f  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  F u l l  
I n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  I n  Chomsky's view, t h e  P r i n c i p l e  o f  Full 
I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  determines what counts as a  l e g i t i m a t e  o b j e c t  a t  LF, A t  
LF, t h e  elements r e l e v a n t  f o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  can a.11 be viewed as 
cha ins  o f  t h e  t y p e  ( a i . . , a n ) ,  i n c l u d i n g  one-membered chains.  The l i s t  
o f  t h e  l e g i t i m a t e  LF o b j e c t s  i s  g iven  below: 
( 2 1 9 )  (From Chomsky (1989) p 6 3 )  
1 )  Arguments: each element i s  an A p o s i t i o n ,  a1 Case marked and an 
theta-marked, i n  accordance w i t h  t h e  cha in  c o n d i t i o n .  
----------- 
104. I t  has been extended i n  Chomsky ( 1 9 8 9 )  t o  t r a c e s  o f  c e r t a i n  
f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s .  We w i l l  no t  be concerned w i t h  these cases 
i n  t h e  p resen t  d i scuss ion .  
2 )  A d j u n c t s  : each element i s  i n  an A-bar p o s i t i o n  
3 )  L e x i c a l  e lements:  each element i s  i n  an X O  p o s i t i o n .  
4 )  P r e d i c a t e s ,  p o s s i s l y  p r e d i c a t  c h a i n s  i f  t h e r e  i s  p r e d i c a t e  r a i s i n g ,  
VP movemnt i n  o v e r t  s y n t a x ,  and o t h e r  cases 
( 
5 )  O p e r a t o r - v a r i a b l e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  each a  c h a i n  (a1 , a 2 ) ,  where t h e  
o p e r a t o r  i s  i n  an A-bar p o s i t i o n  and t h e  v a r i a b l e  a2 i s  i n  an A- 
p o s i t i o n .  
Chomsky proposes a  c o n d i t i o n  o f  homogenei ty on l e g i t i t m a t e  LF cha ins :  
NP-chains and a d j u n c t  c h a i n s  a r e  cons ide red  t o  be homogeneous c h a i n s  
because t h e y  i n v o l v e  s t r i c t l y  A - p o s i t i o n s  and s t r i c t l y  A ' - p o s i t i o n s  
r e s p e c t i v e l y .  G p - v a r i a b l e  c h a i n s ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, a r e  c o n s i d e r e d  t o  
be non-homogeneous c h a i n s  because t h e y  i n c l u d e  an i n t e r v e n i n g  a d j u n c t  
c h a i n  wh ich  i s  n o t  needed f o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  The i n L u i t i v e  i d e a  
beh ind  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  F u l l  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  t h a t  any e lement  wh ich  
does n o t  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  semant ic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o r  t h t?  l i c e n s i n g  of 
some semant ic  i 
a r e  l e g i t i m a t e  
p r e s e n t .  Under 
o p e r a t o r - v a r i a b  
n t e r p r e t a t i o n  a t  LF must be e l i m i n a t e d .  Elements wh ich  
i n t e r p r e t a b l e  LF o b j e c t s ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, must be 
t h i s  v i e w ,  i t  f o l l o w s  t h a t  i n t e r m e d i a t e  t r a c e s  o f  
l e  c h a i n s  must o b l i g a t o r i l y  be el im- inc. ted,  s i n c e  t h e y  
a r e  n o t  p a r t  o f  a  homogenous c h a i n ;  t r a c e s  o f  NP and A d j u n c t  c h a i n s  
must o b l i g a t o r i l y  be p r e s e n t  and t h u s  can never  d e l e t e .  Consequent ly ,  
if an i n t e r m e d i a t e  t r a c e  i n  an A-chain o r  an Ad junc t - cha in  f a i l s  t o  be 
antecedent -governed,  an ECP v i o l a t i o n  w i l l  r e s u l t ,  s i n c e  t h e  f a u l t y  
t r a c e  cannot  d e l e t e .  
We have e l i m i n a t e d  t h e  n o t i o n  A v s  A ' .  C l e a r l y  however, Chomsky's 
p r o p o s a l  can  be r e i n t e r p r e t e d  e a s i l y  i n  o u r  framework by  s i m p l y  
s u b t i t u t i n g  t h e  n o t i o n s  [ + H R ]  and [-HRI f o r  th&:A/A' te rm ino logy .  Th i s  
s u b s t i t u t i o n  has one i n t e r e s t i n g  d i f f e r e n t  conceptual  consequence. I n  
Chomsky's v iew, ad junc t  cha ins a re  homogeneous because t hey  i n v o l v e  
s t r i c t l y  A '  p o s i t i o n s .  But t h e  na tu re  o f  these p o s i t i o n s  i s  no t  
complete ly  homogeneous. Consider t h e  case o f  a wh-extracted ad junc t .  
Since i n  Chomsky's v iew t he  f i n a l  l and ing  s i t e  o f  s; wh-movement i s  t h e  
Spec o f  CP, a  wh-extracted ad junc t  w i l l  be a  cha in  which i n v o l v e s  
ad jo ined  p o s i t i o n s  i n  i t s  i n i t i a l  and i n t e rmed ia te  s teps  b u t  n o t  i n  
i t s  f i n a l  s t ep ,  which i s  a  s u b s t i t u t i o n .  I n  our  v iew,  on t h e  o t h e r  
hand, s i nce  we have argued t h a t  t h e  f i n a l  s t ep  o f  a wh-ex t rac t ion  i s  
an ad jo i ned  p o s i t i o n ,  1.e a  [-HRJ p o s i t i o n ,  t h e  cha in  o f  an e x t r a c t e d  
ad junc t  w i l l  i n v o l v e  o n l y  ad jo i ned  p o s i t i o n s .  Thus it w i l l  be 
comp le te ly  homogeneous. We o b t a i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p i c t u r e :  AN-chains 
i n v o l v e  o n l y  [+HR] p o s i t i o n s ,  ad junc t  cha ins  o n l y  [-HR] p o s i t i o n s  and 
ope ra to r - va r i ab l e  cha ins  a  m i x t u r e  o f  [ tHR] ( t h e  i n i t i a l  s t e p )  and [ -  
HR] ( I n t e rmed ia te  and f i n a l  s t e p )  p o s i t i o n s .  D e l e t i o n  can then  be 
i n t e r p r e t e d  as a  tendency t o  u n i f o r m i z e  cha ins  wrt the  t y p e  o f  
p o s i t i o n s  t hey  I nc l ude .  I n  t h e  case o f  an ope ra to r  v a r i a b l e  cha in ,  
d e l e t i o n  o f  t h e  ope ra to r  i n  a  [ -HR]  p o s i t i o n  w i l l  be prevented by 
o t h e r  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  UG such as f o r  ins tance  B ind ing  theory105. 
----------- 
Consider a  c l a s s i c a l  case o f  Ob jec t  e x t r a c t i o n .  Suppose t h a t  t h e  
opera to r  i s  de le ted .  Then t h e  empty ca tegory  r e q u i r e d  by t h e  
p r o j e c t i o n  P r i n c i p l e  w i l l  f a i l e d  t o  be i d e n t i f i e d .  I t  cannot be 
PRO, i f  as s t anda rd l y  assumed PRO must be no t  be governed. I t  
cannot be an anaphor s i nce  b indng by another NP would v i o l a t e  t h e  
0 - c r i t e r i o n .  I n  some languages, i t  may be p ro ,  i f  i n  these  
languages empty o b j e c t s  a re  l i cenced  (may be i n  t h e  way suggested 
by R i z z i  ( 1 9 8 6 ) .  But i n  languages l i k e  E n g l i s h ,  empty p ro  i n  
o b j e c t  p o s i t i o n s  a re  no t  l i cenced .  Thus t h e  sentence w i l l  be 
r u l e d  ou t  by independent p r i n c i p l e s .  
4.7 .1 .1  Referent ia l  Indices 
R i z z i  (1989)  proposes an a l t e r n a t i v e  way o f  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  between 
argument cha ins  and ad junc t  cha ins.  He argues t h a t  t r a c e s  of 9-marked 
arguments bear  r e f e r e n t i a l  i n d i c e s  bu t  t h a t  t r a c e s  o f  ad j unc t s  do no t .  
When antecedent government cannot o b t a i n  between two i n t e rmed ia te  
l i n k s  o f  a  WH-chain, cha in  f o rma t i on  does n o t  occur .  I n  t h i s  case, 
elements bea r i ng  a  r e f e r e n t i a l  index can r e s o r t  t o  m o t h e r  type of 
antecedence r e l a t i o n ,  namely B ind ing .  B ind ing  i s  d e f i n e d  as f o l l o w s :  
( 2 2 0 )  X b inds  Y i f f  
(i) X c-commands Y ,  and 
(11)  X and Y have t h e  same r e f e r e n t i a l  index 
As i m p l i e d  by t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  i n  ( 2 2 0 ) ,  B i nd ing  can o b t a i n  a t  any 
d is tance .  Th i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  antecedence r e l a t i o n  i s  obv ious l y  no t  
a v a i l a b l e  f o r  e lements n o t  bea r i ng  r e f e r e n t i a l  i n d i c e s ,  namely 
ad junc t s  and, more g e n e r a l l y ,  non-theta-marked elements. S ince o n l y  
elements which a re  theta-marked may rece i ve  a r e f e r e i t i a l  index,  t h e  
n o t i o n  o f  B i nd ing  supp lan ts  and rep laces t h e  n o t i o n  o f  l e x i c a l  o r  
theta-government. But B ind ing  d i f f e r s  i n  an impor tan t  respec t  f rom 
l e x i c a l  government: i t  app l i es  e q u a l l y  t o  sub jec t s  and o b j e c t s ,  w h i l e  
i n  t h e  s tandard v iew,  l e x i c a l  government i s  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  o b j e c t s .  
R i z z i ' s  d i s t i n c t i o n  between argument e x t r a c t i o n s  and ad junc t  
e x t r a c t i o n s  is c r u c i a l l y  based on t h e  hypo thes is  that ,  a d j u n c t s  do n o t  
bear r e f e r e n t i a l  i n d i c e s .  Consider,  however, t h e  f o l l o w i n g  paradigm, 
due t o  D.  Pesetsky (PC): 
2 2 1  1 
a . B i l l  spoke q u i c k l y i  because Mary spoke t h a t  
b . * B i l l  spoke t h a t  wayi because Mary spoke qu 
c,Because Mary spoke t h a t  way i ,  B i l l  spoke qu 
The c o n t r a s t  between (221)a.  and (221)b. suggests t h a t  adve rb i a l  
express ions a re  s u b j e c t  t o  p r i n c i p l e  C o f  t h e  B ind ing  t heo ry .  In 
(221)b. ,  t h e  c o r e f e r r i n g  express ion  t h a t  way c-commands t h e  adverb 
q u i c k l y ,  so t h e  sentence i s  excluded. I n  ( 221 )c . ,  en t h e  o t h e r  hand, 
t h e  c o r e f e r r i n g  express ion  t h a t  way does n o t  c-command t h e  adverb 
q u i c k l y ,  and t h e  sentence i s  acceptab le .  Th i s  paradigm i s  p r e d i c t e d  i f  
adve rb i a l  express ions a re  sub jec t  t o  p r i n c i p l e  C and must g e n e r a l l y  be 
f r e e .  I f  so, t h i s  paradigm cas t s  se r i ous  doubts  on R i z z l ' s  hypo thes is  
t h a t  ad junc t s  cannot bear r e f e r e n t i a l  i n d i c e s .  
Whi le  R i z z i ' s  n o t i o n  o f  B i nd ing  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  o p e r a t o r - v a r i a b l e  cha ins 
o f  arguments f rom ad junc t  cha ins ,  i t  cannot s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y  account 
f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  NP-movement cha ins ,  which a re  cha ins i n v o l v i n g  
theta-marked arguments, behave l i k e  ad junc t  cha ins  w i t h  respec t  t o  
antecedent government. I n  NP cha ins ,  as i n  ad junc t  cha ins ,  i f  
antecedent government i s  no t  met f o r  every  l i n k  o f  t h e  cha in ,  an ECP 
v i o l a t i o n  r e s u l t s .  The necess i t y  f o r  a requirement o f  s t r i c t  
antecedent government f o r  NP cha ins i s  shown by t h e  f o l l o w i n g  example, 
o r i g i n a l l y  due t o  Mark Baker: 
( 2 2 2 )  *John seems [ t h a t  i t  was t o l d  t ]  t h a t  Bob w i l l  leave.  
I n  t h i s  example, John has r a i s e d  f rom t h e  complement p o s i t i o n  of t o l d  
t o  t h e  sub jec t  p o s i t i o n  o f  seems i n  one move. In R i z z i l s  t heo ry ,  
antecedent  government w i l l  be b locked  by t h e  presencs o f  t h e  e x p l e t i v e  
i t ,  a p o t e n t i a l  b i n d e r  f o r  t h e  t r a c e  o f  John. R e l a t i v i z e d  M i n i m a l i t y  
i s  v i o l a t e d ,  so t h e  c h a i n  (John, t )  w i l l  n o t  be c o n s t r u ~ t e d . 1 0 ~  Bu t  
t h i s  i s  n o t  s u f f i c i c e n t  t o  e x c l u d e  ( 2 2 2 ) .  A l t h o u g h  antecedent  
government i s  n o t  met, B i n d i n g  shou ld  o b t a i n .  The t r a c e  i s  l e x i c a l l y  
governed by a  0 -ass ign ing  v e r b ;  i t  w i l l  r e c e i v e  a  r e f e r e n t i a l  index 
and i s  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  c-commanded by t h e  NP John, i t s  b i n d e r .  S ince  t h e  
example i s  s h a r p l y  exc luded,  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  R i z z i  must assume t h a t  
i n  t h i s  case,  as  opposed t o  o t h e r  cases where antecedent  government 1s 
b l o c k e d  f o r  argument e x t r a c t i o n ,  B i n d i n g  does n o t  s u f f i c e  t o  make t h e  
sentence grammat ica l ,  
R i z z i  argues t h a t  t h e  u n g r a m m a t i c a l i t y  o f  
o f  t h e  t h e t a - c r i t e r i o n .  R e c a l l  t h a t  i n  h i s  
formed i f  antecedent  government i s  n o t  met 
v iew,  a  
due t o  a  v i o l a t i o n  
c h a i n  canno t  be 
. Thus, 
can be formed. As d e f i n e d  i n  Chomsky (1981 ,  1 9 8 6 ) ,  
a p p l i e s  t o  c h a i n s .  S i m i l a r l y ,  i t  i s  t o  c h a i n s  t h a t  
i n  ( 2 2 2 )  no c h a i n  
t h e  t h e t a - c r i t e r i o n  
t h e t a - r o l e s  a r e  
a s s i g i e d ,  S i n c e  i n  ( 2 2 2 )  no c h a i n  has been c o n s t r u c t e d ,  t h e  t h e t a - r o l e  
cannot  be ass igned and ( 2 2 2 )  w i l l  v i o l a t e  t h e  t h e t a - c r i t e r i o n .  
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106.  T h i s  s l i g h t l y  more complex case o f  s u p e r - r a i s i n g  i s  accounted f o r  
as an ECP v i o l a t i o n  i n  o u r  t h e o r y :  
2 2 3 )  *John seems t h a t  i t  was t o l d  t t h a t  Mary had l e f t .  
We have assumed t h a t  E n g l i s h  has a  r u l e  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  que/qui 
a l t e r n a t i o n  wh ich  h o l d s  o n l y  f o r  t h e  empty complement izer  o f  
t ensed  sentences.(See xx  quoted i n  R i z z i  f o r  t h ' i s  assumpt ion ,  
wn ich  i s  suppor ted  by  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  some E n g l i s h  d i a l e c t s  have i t  
w i t h  an o v e r t  t h a t ) .  I n  f a c t ,  t h i s  case t u r n s  o u t  t o  be 
e q u i v a l e n t  t o  t h e  s i m p l e  cases o f  s u p e r - r a i s i n g :  t h e  b a r r i e r h o o d  
o f  t h e  i n t e r m e d i a t e  I P  i s  n o t  suppressed because t h e  t r a n s i t i v i t y  
c f  t h e  agreement r e l a t i o n  does n o t  o b t a i n .  See s e c t i o n  4 . 5 .  f o r  a  
d i s c u s s i o n  o f  s i m p l e  cases o f  super -Ra is ing .  
R i z z i ' s  account o f  (222) c r u c i a l l y  r e l i e s  on t h e  hypo thes is  t h a t  no 
. cha in  can be formed whenever antecedent-government I S  no t  met i n  one 
s tep  o f  t h e  movement. Under t h i s  v iew, t h e  ECP appears t o  be a  
c o n d i t i o n  on t h e  process o f  cha in  f o rma t i on  r a t h e r  than a  w e l l -  
formedness c o n d i t i o n  on formed chains.  Th i s  e n t a i l s  t h a t  examples o f  
Â 
WH-extract ion across i s l a n d s ,  as w e l l  as any o t h e r  examples o f  
movement i n  which one l i n k  does no t  meet t h e  E C P ,  do no t  a l l o w  t h e  
c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  a  cha in .  As we w i l l  show, however, severa l  f a c t s  
suggest q u i t e  s t r o n g l y  t h a t ,  c o n t r a r y  t o  R i z z i ' s  hypo thes is ,  a  cha in  
must be formed a t  some l e v e l  o f  r ep resen ta t i on  i n  cases o f  e x t r a c t i o n s  
ou t  o f  i s l a n d s .  These f a c t s  i n v o l v e  phenomena s tanda rd l y  assumed t o  be 
l i censed  by  cha ins ,  such as r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  ( o r  more a p p r o p r i a t e l y  
Chain-b ind ing (C f .  Barss (1984)  ( 1 9 8 6 ) ) )  and paras i l ; - ic  gaps. 
L e t  us f i r s t  t u r n  t o  f a c t s  i n v o l v i n g  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n .  Consider t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  example: 
( 2 2 4 )  Which p i c t u r e  o f  h imse l f  does John t h i n k  t h a t  B i l l  l i k e s ?  
Th i s  sentence i s  a t y p i c a l  example o f  what a re  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  c a l l e d  
c o n n e c t i v i t y  o r  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  e f f e c t s .  The ha l lmark  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  
sentences such as (224) i s  t h a t  t h e  anaphor i s  o u t s i d e  t h e  c-command 
domain o f  i t s  understood antecedent.  I n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  example, t h e  
anaphor can a d d i t i o n a l l y  be ambiguously bound bo th  by John and by 
B i l l ,  On t h e  bas i s  o f  t h e  ambiguous i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  such sentences, 
Barss ( 1 9 8 6 )  has argued f o r  and developed a  t heo ry  o f  B i nd ing  which i n  
cases such as ( 2 2 4 )  i s  p a r a s i t i c  on t h e  ex i s t ence  o f  wel l - formed 
chains.  We w i l l  no t  g i v e  a summary o f  Barss '  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  the 
c o n d i t i o n s  on cha in  b i n d i n g  nor  o f  h i s  arguments. The reader  i s  
i a v i t e d  t o  consu l t  Barss ( 1 9 8 6 )  f o r  a  d e t a i l e d  account.  S u f f i c e  It t o  
say t h a t  t h e  t ype  o f  b i n d i n g  e f f e c t s  found i n  sentences l i k e  (224) 
c r u c i a l l y  presupposes t h e  ex is tence  o f  a  cha in  a t  some l e v e l  of 
r ep resen ta t i on .  Consider now a  t y p i c a l  case o f  e x t r a c t i o n  o u t  o f  a  WH- 
i s l a n d :  
(225) ??Which p i c t u r e  o f  h imse l f  does John wonder where B i l l  hung. 
N o t i c e  f i r s t  t h a t  t h i s  sentence has o n l y  t h e  m a r g i n a l i t y  of a  t y p i c a l  
i s l a n d  v i o l a t i o n .  There i s  no a d d i t i o n a l  b i n d i n g  t heo ry  v i o l a t i o n  
which would cons iderab ly  degrade t h e  sentence and p u t  i t  on a pa r  w i t h  
sentences l i k e  ( 2 2 6 ) :  
( 2 2 6 )  John t h i n k s  t h a t  Mary l i k e s  h i m s e l f  
Consequently, i n  (225) t h e  anaphor must be adequately bound. The 
second i n t e r e s t i n g  f a c t  about (225) i s  t h a t  t h e  sentence a l l ows  f o r  an 
ambiguous i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  Himself can r e f e r  e i t h e r  t o  John o r  t o  B i l l .  
A l though t h e  re fe rence  t o  B i l l  may be a l i t t l e  harder  t o  ge t  i n  (225) 
than  i n  ( 2 2 4 ) ,  i t  remains c l e a r l y  p o s s i b l e . l o 7  The f a c t  t h a t  these 
t y p i c a l  c o n n e c t i v i t y  e f f e c t s  o b t a i n  accross a  WH-island s t r o n g l y  
suggests t h a t  a  cha in  must be formed a t  some l e v e l  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  
i n  t h i s  example.108 Examples w i t h  e x t r a c t i o n  ou t  o f  e t h e r  t ypes  o f  
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107. The increased m a r g i n a l i t y  o f  t h e  re fe rence  t o  B i l l  may p l a u s i b l y  
be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t he  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  cha in  i s  somewhat d e f i c i e n t :  
one link o f  i t  dces no t  respect  app rop r i a t e  l o c a l i t y  c o n d i t i o n s .  
108 .  As noted by Howard Lasni  k ( p c ) ,  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  anaphor can 
r e f e r  t o  John may p rov i de  an argument t h a t  t h e  W-1-element 
c o n t a i n i n g  t h e  anaphor must have ad jo ined  somewhere between t h e  
complernentizer and t h e  sub jec t .  There are,  i n  f a c t ,  severa l  
p o s s i b l e  l and ing  s i t e s :  CP, VP,  and any func t ion .a l  p r o j e c t i o n  
which may occur i n  between. But i f ,  as we suggested above, 
2 
i s l ands  p o i n t  i n  t he  same d i r e c t i o n . l o 9  
( 2 2 7 )  
a. Which p i c t u r e  of h i m s e l f  d i d  John leave t h e  coun t ry  be fo re  Peter 
cou ld  p u b l i s h  
b. Which p i c t u r e  o f  h i m s e l f  d i d  John hear t h e  rumor t h a t  Pe te r  was 
go ing t o  make p u b l i c .  
A second argument p o i n t i n g  t o  t h e  same conc lus ion  can be made on t h e  
bas i s  o f  p a r a s i t i c  gaps. A s tandard assumption i s  t ~ a t  p a r a s i t i c  gaps 
a re  1 icensed by ope ra to r - va r i ab le  chains a t  S -s t ruc tu re .  l o  Bear ing 
t h i s  i n  mind, cons ider  t h e  examples i n  ( 2 2 8 ) :  
(228 
a.??This i s  t h e  g i r l  t h a t  everybody who meets wonders why John l i k e s .  
b.??Which book does John wonder why Mary f i l e d  be fo re  read ing  
f 2 2 8 ) a .  and b. a re  examples o f  p a r a s i t i c  gaps which a re  l i censed  by 
WH-extractions which have crossed WH-islands. Al though t h e  sentences 
i n  (228 )a .  and b. a re  marg ina l ,  due t o  t h e  WH-island v i o l a t i o n  and t h e  
usual  m a r g i n a l i t y  o f  p a r a s i t i c  gaps, they  a re  f a r  more acceptable than 
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n e i t h e r  VP nor  any o f  t h e  i n t e r v e n i n g  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  i s  a  
b a r r i e r ,  t h e r e  i s  no reason why ad junc t i on  t o  m y  o f  these 
ca tego r i es  should occur.  CP, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, as we have 
argued, i s  a  b a r r i e r .  P l a u s i b l y ,  then,  CP i s  t k e  i n te rmed ia te  
l and ing  s i t e  where t h e  WH-element c o n t a i n i n g  t h e  anaphor has 
ad jo ined.  I f  so, sentences o f  t h e  t ype  i n  ( 2 2 5 )  p rov ide  some 
suppor t  f o r  CP ad junc t i on .  
109. The f a c t  t h a t  anaphor r econs t ruc t i on  i s  a l lowed across a WH- 
i s l a n d  i s  noted by R i z z i .  Adopt ing an idea  pu t  f o r t h  by 
Cinque(1989L he argues t h a t  anaphor r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  i s  poss ib l e  
f o r  elements hav ing  an " i n t r i n s i c  r e f e r e n t i a l  q u a l i t y . "  See R i z z i  
(1989)  f o r  d e t a i l s  
110. C f .  Cinque(1983) f o r  a  d i f f e r e n t  ana l ys i s .  
c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  wh ich no c h a i n  l i c e n s e s  a  p a r a s i t i c  gap. ( 2 2 8 ) b .  
suggests t h a t  a  c h a i n  must be c o n s t r u c t e d  a t  l e a s t  up t o  t h e  WH- 
complement izer o f  t h e  WH-island so as t o  l i c e n s e  t h e  p a r a s i t i c  gap i n  
t h e  a d j u n c t  c lause .  (228)a.  suggests t h a t  a  c h a i n  must a l s o  be 
c o n s t r u c t e d  above t h e  WH-complementizer. The r e l a t l w  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  
t h e  cha in -B ind ing  e f f e c t s  i n  ( 2 2 5 )  and o f  t h e  p a r a s i t i c  gaps i n  ( 2 2 8 )  
p r o v i d e s  some s t r o n g  arguments i n  f a v o r  o f  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of  c h a i n s  a t  
some l e v e l  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  i n  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  i n  wh ich antecedent -  
government f a i l s .  P a r a s i t i c  gaps a r e  l i c e n s e d  a t  S-s;ructure. Chain- 
b i n d i n g .  as conce ived by Barss (19861, i s  a l s o  l i c e n s e d  a t  S- 
s t r u c t u r e . 1 1 1  We t h u s  conc lude,  c o n t r a r y  t o  R i z z i ' s  p r o p o s a l ,  t h a t  
t h e  f a i l u r e  o f  antecedent  government does n o t  p r e v e n t  t h e  b u i l d i n g  o f  
a  WH-chain. 
I f  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  o f  t h e  p reced ing  paragraph i s  c o r r e c t ,  i t argues i n  
f a v o r  o f  a  t h e o r y  which b u i l d s  WH-chains a t  S - s t r u c t u r e  even i n  cases 
where antecedent  government does n o t  o b t a i n .  T h i s  c o n c l u s i o n  t h u s  
p r o v i d e s  an i n d i r e c t  argument i n  f a v o r  o f  Chomsky's h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  
WH-traces a r e  f i r s t  c o n s t r u c t e d  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e  and t h e n  subsequen t l y  
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111.  A p o s s i b l e  argument t h a t  Chain B i n d i n g  must be an S - s t r u c t u r e  
e f f e c t  i s  g i ven  by  WH-in-situ c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  Cons ider  ( I ) :  
( 1 )  To whom does B i l l  t h i n k  t h a t  John w i l l  g i v e  which p i c t u r e  of  
h i m s e l f ?  
Under s tandard  assumpt ions,  t h e  WH-in-s i tu e lement w i l l  r a i s e  a t  L F  t o  
t h e  m a t r i x  complement izer.  I t  i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e ,  however, t o  
c o n s t r u e  himself  as r e f e r r i n g  t o  B i  11 i n  ( 1 ) .  Thus, b i n d i n g  must 
have a p p l i e d  p r i o r  t o  t h e  f o r m a t i o n  o f  t h e  LF  c h a i n .  
d e l e t e d  a t  LF. I t  a l s o  cas t s  some doubts on Rizzi ' ; ,  view o f  B i nd ing  as 
an a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  cha in  f 0 r m a t i o n . ~ l 2  
Given t h e  problems faced by R i z z i ' s  proposed a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  
d i s t i n g u i s h  argument cha ins f rom ad junc t  cha ins ,  we w i l l  adopt 
Chomsky's view on t r a c e  d e l e t i o n .  One drawback o f  Chomsky's proposal  
i s  t h a t  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  homogenous cha in  remains concep tua l l y  r a t h e r  
vague w i t h  respect  t o  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between o p e r a t o r - v a r i a b l e  cha ins  
and ad junc t  cha ins .  A p o s s i b l e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  may come from t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  cons ide ra t i ons :  t h e  fundamental d i f f e r e n c e  between ad junc t  
cha ins  and NP movement cha ins on t h e  one hand and o p e r a t o r - v a r i a b l e  
cha ins  on t h e  o t h e r  i s  t h a t  f o r  t h e  former  k i n d  o f  cha ins,  a cha in  of 
l e n g t h  one can be a  f u l l y  i n t e r p r e t a b l e  L F  o b j e c t :  i t  i s  an argument 
o r  i t  i s  an adverb,  Chomsky a l s o  proposes t h a t  p r e d i c a t e  cha ins  a re  
homogenous. Again ,  p r e d i c a t e  cha ins  o f  l e n g t h  one a re  f u l l y  
i n t e r p r e t a b l e  LF o b j e c t s .  Pushing t h i s  a  l i t t l e  f u r t h e r ,  we no te  t h a t  
NPs, Adverbs, and ve rba l  ( o r  a d j e c t i v a l )  p red i ca tes  a re  a l l  elements 
which p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  fundamental r e l a t i o n  of p r e d i c a t i o n ,  NPs a re  
p r e d i c a t e s  o f  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  w h i l e  adverbs and verbs a re  p red i ca tes  o f  
even ts .  Poss ib l y  we can then  view t h e  n o t i o n  of homogeneous cha ins  as 
be ing  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  p r e d i c a t i v e  cha ins .  I n  t h e  case o f  opera to r -  
v a r i a b l e  cha ins,  i t  never makes sense t o  cons ider  a  cha in  o f  l e n g t h  
one: two elements a re  m i n i m a l l y  needed, an ope ra to r  and a  v a r i a b l e .  
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112. The -argument we have r a i s e d  I s ,  o f  course,  n o t  abso lu te .  One 
cou ld  w e l l  imagine t h a t  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  on Chain B ind ing  and on 
p a r a s i t i c  gaps a re  s t a t e d  on t h e  B ind ing  r e l a t i o n  r a t h e r  than  on 
t h e  Chain r e l a t i o n .  But t h i s  would make t h e  B ind ing  r e l a t i o n  so 
s i m i l a r  t o  cha ins  t h a t  we would f ace  an I ne legan t  redundancy. 
Thus, t h e r e  a re  no operator -cha ins o f  l e n g t h  one which a re  
i n t e r p r e t a b l e  LF  ob jec t s .  Opera to r -va r iab le  cha ins a l s o  d i f f e r  
maximal ly  from the  o t h e r  t ype  o f  cha ins  i n  t h a t  they  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  
t h e  fundamental r e l a t i o n  o f  Q u a n t i f i c a t i o n .  
A l though these cons ide ra t i ons  do no t  p rov i de  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  
o b l i g a t o r y  t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  i n  ope ra to r - va r i ab l e  cha ins,  they  e s t a b l i s h  
a l i n k  between NP-chains and ad junc t  cha ins which R i z z i ' s  t heo ry  ( o r  
Lasn i k  and S a i t o ' s )  does n o t  n a t u r a l l y  cap tu re .  I n  R i z z i ' s  terms,  NP- 
cha ins  and ad junc t  cha ins a re  maximal ly  d i s t i n g u i s h e d ,  s i nce  t h e  
former  a re  0-chains w h i l e  t h e  l a t t e r  a re  non-0-chains par  exce l lence .  
The f a c t  t h a t  i t  i s  o n l y  t h i s  two types o f  cha ins which a re  s u b j e c t  t o  
a  s t r i c t  antecedent government requirement i s  t hus  r a t h e r  s u r p r i s i n g .  
Under Chomsky's v iew, t h e  s i m i l a r i t y  between argument cha ins and 
ad junc t  cha ins i s  q u i t e  n a t u r a l .  The f a c t  t h a t  these two types  o f  
cha ins  p a t t e r n  t oge the r  w i t h  respec t  t o  antecedent government i s  t hus  
n o t  s u r p r i s i n g .  
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h i s  concep tua l l y  p l eas ing  consequence, we w i l l  argue 
i n  t h e  nex t  paragraph t h a t  t h e r e  i s  i n  f a c t  an i n t e r e s t i n g  e m p i r i c a l  
consequence o f  t he  hypo thes is  o f  t r a c e  d e l e t i o n .  Th i s  e m p i r i c a l  
consequence i nvo l ves  t h e  l i c e n c i n g  o f  F l o a t i n g  Q u a n t i f i e r s .  
4.7.1.2 Q u a n t i f i e r  F l o a t  and ope ra to r  v a r i a b l e  cha ins 
-. 
I n  chap te r  I1 s e c t i o n  2 . 3 . 2 ,  we argued f o r  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  d e s c r i p t i v e  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n :  
(229) F l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  can occur  i n  i n t e rmed ia te  p o s i t i o n s  
o f  an AN-chain b u t  a re  incomuat ib le  w i t h  t h e  i n t e rmed ia te  
p o s i t i o n  o f  argument Vbl -cha ins.  
Throughout Chapter 111, we have seen t h a t  t h i s  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  appears 
t o  have wide c r o s s ~ l i n g u i s t i c  v a l i d i t y .  Up t o  now however, t h i s  
g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  has remained unexpla ined.  Under Spo r t i che  (1988 )  t heo ry  
o f  q u a n t i f i e r s ,  t h e  presence o f  a  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  i s  assumed t o  
s i g n i f y  t h e  presence o f  a  NP t r a c e .  We have argued i n  t h e  p rev ious  
s e c t i o n  t h a t  t h e  hypo thes is  o f  t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  i n  ope ra to r  v a r i a b l e  
cha ins seems more app rop r i a t e  t o  t h e  t rea tment  o f  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  
between argument and ad jucn t  cha ins than  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  hypo thes is  
proposed by R i z z i  (1989) .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  we have adopted Chomsky's 
proposal  t h a t  t h e  i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e s  o f  ope ra to r  v a r i a b l e  c h a i n s  must 
d e l e t e  t o  c r e a t e  an admiss ib le  LF i n t e r p r e t a b l e  o b j s c t  which s a t i s f y  
t h e  P r i n c i p l e  o f  F u l l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  Th i s  hypo thes is  o f f e r s  i n  f a c t  a  
s imple exp lana t i on  f o r  t h e  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  (229) .  Le t  us assume t h a t  
t h e  presence o f  a  t r a c e  a t  a l l  l e v e l s  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  I s  necessary 
t o  l i c e n c e  t h e  presence o f  a f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r .  Glven t h i s  
assumption, t h e  absence o f  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  w i t h  ope ra to r - va r i ab l e  
cha ins ( [ - H R ]  cha ins  o f  arguments) w i l l  s imp ly  f o l l o w s  f rom t h e  
requirement o f  t r a c e  d e l e t i o n :  i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e s  o f  opera to r -  
v a r i a b l e  cha ins must d e l e t e  t o  s a t i s f y  F I ;  t hey  can t hus  no t  suppor t  
f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  f l o a t i n g  
q u a n t i f i e r s  w i t h  [+HR]  cha ins i s  p red iced  s ince  t r a c e s  i n  [ + H R ]  
p o s i t i o n s  do no t  d e l e t e  and can t hus  suppor t  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s .  
- 
Reca l l  t h a t  i n  Chapter I s e c t i o n  1 . 1 . 2 . 3 ,  we have suggested, on t h e  
bas i s  on t h e  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  an FQ t o  q u a n t i f y  over  t h e  understood 
C s u b j e c t  of a p a s s i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  t h a t  FQ can o n l y  m o d i f y  t r a c e s  
wh ich  a r e  s y n t a c t i c a l  l y  reppresented.  We can now make t h i s  s u g g e s t i o n  
more p r e c i s e ,  and say t h a t  FQ cannot  m o d i f y  an ec. n o t  p r e s e n t  a t  LF. 
R e c a l l  t h a t  i n  Chapter  I1 we had no ted  t h a t  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  
F l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  i n  French seemed t o  c o n t r a d i c t  t h e  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  
( 2 2 8 ) .  F l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  a r e  a p p a r e n t l y  n o t  i n c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  some 
i n s t a n c e s  o f  o p e r a t o r - v a r i a b l e  cha ins  i n  French.  We r e p e a t  t h e  
examples showing t h i s  apparent  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  below 
( 2 3 0 )  a .ces  l i v r e s ,  que j ' a i  t o u s  l u s  s o n t  f a c i n a n t s  
t h e s e  books,  t h a t  I have a l l  read a r e  f a s c i n a t i n g  
b . l e s  e n f a n t s  que t u  as t o u s  qrond6s s e n t  p a r t i s  en 
p l e u r a n t  
t h e  c h i l d r e n  t h a t  you have a l l  sco lded  l e f t  c r y i n g  
c . l e s  cha ises  que t u  as t o u t e s  r e p e i n t e s  c e t  aprhs-mid i  
t h e  c h a i r s  t h a t  you have a l l  r e p e i n t e d  t h i s  a f t e r n o o n  
We argued however t h a t  t h i s  apparent  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  wcis due t o  some 
o t h e r  f a c t o r ,  which we have so f a r  l e f t  unexp la ined .  I f  t h e  p r o p o s a l  
we made t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  absence o f  q u a n t i f i e r  f l o a t  w i t h  o p e r a t o r -  
v a r i a b l e  c h a i n  i s  c o r r e c t ,  we a r e  l e a d  t o  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  t h e  
f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  i n  ( 2 3 0 )  must be l i c e n c e d  by t r a c e s  i n  [+HR]  
p o s i t i o n s ,  1 
argued t h a t  
i n te rmed i  a t e  
0 i s  n o t  a  C 
e  t r a c e s  wh ich  do n o t  d e l e t e  a t  LF. R e c a l l  t h a t  we have 
n  French movement o f  an o b ~ e c t  NP to t h e  Spec o f  t,he 
f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  AGP-0 1s n o t  p o s s i b l e ,  because AGR- 
s e - a s s i g n i n g  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n .  But  s i n c e  French i s  a  
language i n  wh ich  Verb r a i s i n g  t a k e s  p l a c e  a t  S-s t r 'uc ture ,  n o t h i n g  
p r e v e n t s  movement t h r o u g h  t h i s  [+HRI p o s i t i o n .  I n  fac". t h e  occurence 
o f  p a s t  p a r t i c i p l e  agreement w i t h  c l i t i c  and w i t h  Wh-riovement shown i n  
( 2 3 1 )  p rov ides  independent evidence that.-movement o f  o b j e c t s  th rough  
t h e  spec o f  AGR-0 i s  poss ib l e .  
( 2 3 1 )  a. Je l e s  a i  r epe in tes  
I r epe in ted  them 
b. Les cha ises que j ' a i  r epe in tes  c e t  apr&s m i d i  . . . .  
The c h a i r s  t h a t  I r epe in ted  t h i s  af ternoon. 
We thus  suggest t h a t  t h e  examples o f  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r s  i n  (230)  
s imp ly  r e f l e c t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  movement has f i r s t  proceeded th rough  t h e  
Spec o f  AGR-0 be fo re  moving f u r t h e r  t o  [-HR] ad jo i ned  p o s i t i o n s .  Under 
t h i s  view, t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  examples l i k e  ( 2 3 0 )  is as i n  (229) :  
( 2 3 2 )  [ l e s  cha ises i  [ c "  que [ I -  ti j ' a i  [ A G R - 0 -  [ t o u t e s  ti I [ A G R - 0 -  
repe in tesk  [ V P  t k  ti 1.. . . 
As requ i r ed ,  t h e  f l o a t i n g  q u a n t i f i e r  i s  i n  an [+HR] p o s i t i o n ,  and i s  
1  icenced by a  t r a c e  i n  [ ~ H R ]  p o s i t i o n  which does no t  d e l e t e  a t  LF. 
Th i s  t ype  o f  [+HR] cha ins  a re  o t h e r  examples o f  what we have c a l l e d  
"extended v a r i a b l e s "  i n  t h e  p rev ious  sec t i on .  They a re  t h u s  l i cenced  
under c o n d i t i o n  b. of t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  ( x x ) .  The i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  such 
cha ins  i n  E n g l i s h  s imp ly  f o l l o w s  f rom t h e  t heo ry  o f  o b j e c t  movement we 
have e l abo ra ted  i n  Chapter 111. Our d e f i n i t i o n  o f  Dynamic M i n i m a l i t y  
(Chapter I11 s e c t i o n  3 . 3 . 5 . 1 )  p r e c i c t s  t h a t  movemen1: o f  an o b j e c t  
th rough  t h e  Spec o f  an i n t e rmed ia te  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n  i s  no t  
p o s s i b l e  i n  Eng l i sh113  s i nce  Verb movement does n o t  occur .  VP i s  a D- 
m i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r  i n  Engl 
must proceed by a d j u n c t i o n  
----------- 
113. Wi th  t h e  excep t ion  o f  
sub jec t  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  
sh and consequent ly any movement o f  o b j e c t  
o r  f i r s t  th rough  t h e  Spec: o f  VP,  the  l a t t e r  
pass ive  c o n s t r u c t  i ons  and o t h e r  d e r i v e d  
f o r  which we assume t h a t  movement t o  t h e  
Spec o f  VP occurs  f i r s t ,  t h u s  a v o i d i n g  t h e  D-min ima l i t y  b a r r i e r .  
p o s s i b i l i t y  b e i n g  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  cases where t h e  Spec o f  VP i s  n o t  a  9- 
p o s i t i o n .  
The s i m p l i c i t y  of t h e  account  o f  
q u a n t i f i e r s  t h a t  Chomsky's (1989 
i n  t u r n  p r o v i d e s  s t r o n g  e m p i r i c a  
t h i s  d i g r e s s i o n  we now r e t u r n  t o  
namely Subjacency.  
t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  f l o a t i n g  
) n o t i o n  o f  chain homogenei ty p e r m i t s  
1 s u p p o r t  f o r  t h i s  h y p o t h e s i s .  A f t e r  
t h e  main t o p i c  o f  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  
4.7.2 Subjacency 
4.7.2.1 ECP vs Sub jacency 
As I s  w e l l  known, t h e  t y p e s  o f  v i o l a t i o n s  wh ich  r e s u l t  f r o m  e x t r a c t i o n  
o u t  o f  i s l a n d s  v a r y  b o t h  w i t h  t h e  element e x t r a c t e d  ( a d j u n c t s  vs .  
arguments)  and w i t h  t h e  t y p e  o f  i s l a n d s  f r o m  which t h e  e x t r a c t i o n  has 
o c c u r r e d  ( o b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n s  o u t  o f  a d j u n c t  i s l a n d s  o r  s u b j e c t  "islands 
a r e  u s u a l l y  p e r c e i v e d  as more " s e v e r e "  v i o l a t i o n s  t h a n  o b j e c t  
e x t r a c t i o n s  o u t  o f  WH-islands, e s p e c i a l l y  i n f i n i t i v a l  WH-is lands).  The 
f i r s t  t y p e  o f  v a r i a t i o n ,  a d j u n c t s  v s .  arguments,  has been ana lyzed  i n  
t h e  Barr7ers  framework as a  d i f f e r e n c e  between ECP and Sub jacency 
v i d a t l ~ n s . ~ ~ ~  The second t y p e  of v a r i a t i o n ,  namely t h e  s e v e r i t y  of a 
----------- 
114 .  C f .  a l s o  Huang ( 1 9 8 3 )  and Lasn ik  and S a i t o  ( 1 9 8 4 )  f o r  an e a r l i e r  
account  a l o n g  t h e s e  l i n e s  
Subjacency v i o l a t i o n  r e l a t i v e  t o  a  p a r t i c u l a r  t y p e  o f  i s l a n d ,  i s  
expressed i n  Chomsky (1986)b.  by  a  c a l c u l u s  t h a t  t a k e s  i n t o  account  
t h e  number o f  b a r r i e r s  b e i n g  c rossed  by  a p a r t i c u l a r  movement: 
( 2 3 3 )  
' o u r  i n t u i t i v e  i d e a  i s  t h a t  movement s h o u l d  become "worse" 
as more b a r r i e r s  a r e  c rossed ,  t h e  b e s t  case blsing t h e  
c r o s s i n g  o f  z e r o  b a r r i e r s . "  (Chomsky 1986b. p .  2 8 )  
We deve loped an approach t o  t h e  ECP i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  s e c t i o n s .  
Moreover,  i n  s e c t i o n  4 . 7 . 1 ,  we argued f o r  t h e  n c t i o i i  o f  t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  
as r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between argument -opepator  c h a i n s  ( w h i c h  
a r e  non-homogeneous c h a i n s  i n  Chornsky's v i e w )  and a d j u n c t  and [+HR]  
c h a i n s  ( w h i c h  a r e  homogeneous c h a i n s ) .  We a r e  t h u s  now ready t o  t u r n  
t o  an e x a m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  "weaker"  t y p e s  o f  v i o l a t i o n s ,  namely 
v i o l a t i o n s  wh ich  i n  t h e  Barr7ers framework f a l l  under  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  
o f  Bounding t h e o r y .  
I n  Bar r ie rs ,  two n o t i o n s  a r e  I m p o r t a n t  f o r  Subjacency:  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  
t h e  c r o s s i n g  o f  a  b a r r i e r  and t h e  number o f  b a r r i e r s  b e i n g  crossed.  I n  
Chornsky's v i e w ,  t h e  c r o s s i n g  o f  a  b a r r i e r  occu rs  when a t r a c e  a i s  
i n c l u d e d  i n  a maximal p r o j e c t i o n  wh ich  i s  a b a r r i e r  and wh ich  exc ludes  
t h e  antecedent  (3 o f  a. R e c a l l  t h a t  e x c l u s i o n  i s  d e f i n e d  as i n  ( 2 3 3 ) :  
( 2 3 4 )  E x c l u s i o n  
a exc ludes  [3 i f  no segment o f  a dominates 13 
Government i n  t u r n  i s  d e f i n e d  i n  te rms o f  e x c l u s i o n ;  
( 2 3 5 )  a governs 13 i f f  a m-commands 13 and t h e r e  i s  no T, T a b a r r i e r  
f o r  13, such t h a t  T exc ludes  a. 
G iven t h e s e  d e f i n i t i o n s ,  c o n s i d e r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t r u c t u r e :  
I n  (2361, o i s  dominated by r ,  I3 i s  not-excluded by T, and a 1s 
excluded by T. Thus, 13 governs a,  s i nce  0 m-commands a and (3 i s  n o t  
excluded by T, which dominates o. Assume t h a t  T i s  a  b a r r i e r  f o r  a. If 
f3 i s  an antecedent f o r  a,  no b a r r i e r  i s  crossed i n  t h e  movement f rom 
t h e  o t o  (3. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  a i s  t h e  antecedent o f  a,  s i nce  a i s  
f rom t h e  p o s t i o n  o f  a t o  t h a t  excluded by t h e  b a r r i e r  T, t h e  movement 
o f  a crosses a b a r r i e r ,  namely r .  Recal 
developed, we have assumed f r e e  ad junc t  
1  t h a t  i n  t h e  framework we have 
i o n  t o  every  maximal 
p r o j e c t i o n .  Consequently, i n  our  view no b a r r i e r  w i l l  ever  be crossed 
( i n  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  sense g iven  t o  t h i s  term i n  B a r r i e r s ) .  Consider,  f o r  
i ns tance ,  an example of argument e x t r a c t i o n  f rom a WH-island: 
2 3 7 )  who do you wonder where Mary met 
( 2 3 8 )  [ c p i  who [do [IPI ti [IPI wonder [ C P Z  t s  [ C P Z  where [ I P ~  t s  
[ I P ~  Mary met 
CP2,  a l though  
s i n c e  ad junc t  
i s  crossed i n  
i e r  by i nhe r i t ance  from I P 2 ,  But 
i o n  t o  CP i s  g e n e r a l l y  a1 lowed, t h e r e  i s i  no b a r r i e r  which 
t h e  movement f rom t h e  p o s i t i o n  of t 3  t c  t h e  p o s i t i o n  of 
t 2  i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  ( 2 3 8 ) .  CP2, a l though  a b a r r i e r  f o r  t 3 ,  does n o t  
exc lude t 2 ,  We have assumed, f o l l o w i n g  R i z z i ,  t h a t  i n  t h i s  case 
antecedent government f a i l s  anyway, due t o  a  v i o l a t i o n  o f  R e l a t i v i z e d  
M i n i m a l i t y :  t 3 ,  a l though  no t  separated from t 2  by a  b a r r i e r ,  is 
separated f rom i t  by an i n t e r v e n i n g  p o t e n t i a l  b i nde r .  T h i s  i s  enough 
t o  induce a f a i l u r e  o f  antecedent government o f  t3 by t 2 .  
We cou ld  reanalyze t h e  f a i l u r e  o f  antecedent government i n  (238 )  i n  
terms o f  c ross i ng  by d e f i n i n g  a new t ype  o f  b a r r i e r  as f o l l o w s .  
( 2 3 9 )  ~ i s a b a r r i e r f o r 1 3 i f  
T i s  t h e  f i r s t  segment o f  a  maximal p r o j e c t i o n  i n c l u d i n g  a  
Operator  Opac i t y  inducer  f o r  13. 
As a second s tep ,  we would a l s o  need t o  r e d e f i n e  t h o  n o t i o n  o f  
c ross ing .  Indeed, under ( 2 3 9 )  t h e  f i r s t  segment o f  CP2 i n  ( 2 3 8 )  w i l l  
be a  b a r r i e r .  But t h i s  does n o t  h e l p  i f  c r o s s i n g  i s  d e f i n e d  i n  terms 
o f  e x c l u s i o n  r a t h e r  than  i n c l u s i o n :  CP2 does no t  exc lude t 2 ,  so un less  
Subjacency b a r r i e r s  a re  de f i ned  i n  terms o f  i n c l u s i o n  r a t h e r  than  
exc l us i on ,  no b a r r i e r  w i l l  be crossed. Thus, i t  seems t h a t  f o r  t he  
purpose o f  Subjacency, we need t o  r e d e f i n e  c r o s s i n g  i n  terms o f  
i n c l u s i o n  r a t h e r  than  exc l us i on .  I f  we do t h i s ,  ( 2 3 8 )  w i l l  i n v o l v e  t h e  
c ross i ng  o f  a b a r r i e r ,  namely t h e  f i r s t  segment o f  CP2, which i nc l udes  
t3 bu t  does no t  i n c l u d e  t2. Note, however, t h a t  i f  we r e d e f i n e  
c ross i ng  i n  terms of i n c l u s i o n ,  t h i s  w i l l  c r ea te  se r i ous  problems 
elsewhere. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  a  b a r r i e r  would be crossed i n  each sentence 
where I P  i s  a b a r r i e r ;  t h a t  i s ,  even a  s imp le  m a t r i x  ques t i on  would 
i n v o l v e  one b a r r i e r - c r o s s i n g  a t  I P ,  Consider the  f o l l o w i n g  example: 
( 2 4 0 )  What d i d  you see? 
[ c p  What [ c ' d i d  [IP t i  [IP you see t z ] ] ] ]  
t 2  i s  i nc luded  i n  I P .  ti i s  no t  inc luded  i n  I P .  Thus, c ross i ng  i s  
de f i ned  i n  terms o f  i n c l u s i o n ,  then I P  w i l l  be crossed i n  t h i s  s imple 
o b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n .  Rede f i n i ng  c ross i ng  i n  terms o f  i n c l u s i o n  amounts 
t o  supress ing  t h e  b e n e f i t  o f  t he  mechanism o f  a d j u n c t i o n  t o  escape t h e  
ba r r i e rhood  of  a g iven  category .  Consequently, every  non-L-marked 
and every  XP which i s  a  b a r r i e r  by i n h e r i t a n c e  w i l l  be a  b a r r i e r  
coun t i ng  f o r  Subjacency. C l e a r l y ,  t h i s  i s  no t  a  d e s i r a b l e  r e s u l t .  
of t h e  unwanted consequences o f  such a  r e d e f i n i t i o n  would be t h a t  
same number o f  b a r r i e r s  would be crossed i n  a WH-island as i n  a  
r e g u l a r  e x t r a c t i o n  ou t  of a  complement sentence. I n  o t h e r  words, 
o b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  f rom a  r e g u l a r  s e n t e n t i a l  complement would be 
expected t o  be j u s t  as d i f f i c u l t  as o b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n  o u t  o f  a WH- 
i s l a n d .  Th i s  1s c l e a r l y  t h e  wrong r e s u l t .  
Moreover, i n  our t heo ry  t h e r e  a re  cases o f  e x t r a c t i o n  o u t  o f  i s l a n d s  
which do no t  i n v o l v e  any f a i l u r e  o f  antecedent government, such as 
e x t r a c t i o n  o u t  o f  a sub jec t  i s l a n d .  Consider an example o f  argument 
e x t r a c t i o n  from a sub jec t  i s l a n d .  
(241 )  Which book do you t h i n k  t h a t  read ing  a t  n i g h t  w i l l  g i v e  you 
nightmares? 
( 2 4 2 )  [ C P I  which book . . .you t h i n k  [ c p z  t h a t  [ i p s  ti L i p 2  [ c p s  t z  [ C P ~  
<f> [ i p s  t 3  [ i p s  PRO reading t s  a t  n i g h t ] ] ] ]  w i l l  g i v e  you nightmares 
nn 
The o n l y  v i o l a t i o n  i n  ( 2 4 2 )  1s t h e  f a i l u r e  o f  head government f o r  t a ,  
t h e  t r a c e  ad jo ined  t o  t h e  sub jec t  IPS .  Reca l l  t h a t  t 3  i s  n o t  p r o p e r l y  
head-governed by t h e  head o f  I P 3 ,  s ince  i t  i s  no t  w i t h i n  t h e  f i r s t  
p r o j e c t i o n  of t h i s  head. It i s  no t  p r o p e r l y  head-governed by Co i n  
CP3, e i t h e r ,  because IP3  1s a  b a r r i e r ,  s i nce  i t  i s  n o t  L-marked. Since 
antecedent government o f  i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e s  i s  no t  a t  s t ake  i n  t h i s  
t y p e  o f  example Ca l l  t r aces  a re  antecedent-governed, s i n c e  a d j u n c t i o n  
i s  f r e e ) ,  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  b a r r i e r  c ross i ng  i s  
i r r e l e v a n t  f o r  t h i s  case. 
We conclude t h a t  an approach t o  Subjacency such as t h e  one advocated 
i n  B a r r i e r s  i s  unava i l ab l e  i n  t h e  t heo ry  we have developed. We thus  
need an a l t e r n a t i v e  approach. I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  we w i l l  o u t l i n e  a  
t e n t a t i v e  s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  problem o f  Bounding theory .  Our suggest ions 
f o r  now w i l l  remain sketchy:  a f u l l  development o f  these ideas i s  
beyond t h e  scope o f  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n .  
L e t  us begin  by n o t i n g  t h a t  i n  t h e  two cases we h a w  j u s t  reviewed, as 
w e l l  as i n  a11 o t h e r  cases o f  e x t r a c t i o n  o f  an argument o u t  o f  an 
i s l a n d ,  t h e  ECP would be v i o l a t e d  -if t h e  i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e s  o f  
arguments were no t  de le ted .  Th i s  obse rva t i on  immediately suggests a  
p o s s i b l e  approach t o  Subjacency i n  terms of t h e  ECP, Le t  us assume 
t h a t  ECP appl i e s  bo th  a t  S - s t r uc tu re  and a t  LF, I f  so, argument 
e x t r a c t i o n  f rom an i s l a n d  w i l l  v i o l a t e  t h e  S -s t r uc tu re  v e r s i o n  o f  t h e  
ECP. A t  LF, however, t r a c e s  o f  argument-operator chr'ins w i l l  d e l e t e  
and no ECP v i o l a t i o n  w i l l  occur .  We propose t o  reduce t h e  cases o f  
argument e x t r a c t i o n  handled by Subjacency i n  B a r r i e r s  t o  v i o l a t i o n s  o f  
t h e  ECP a t  S - s t r uc tu re .  Under t h i s  v iew, Subjacency v i o l a t i o n s  and ECP 
v i o l a t i o n s  a re  no t  due t o  two d i s t i n c t  s e t s  o f  p r i n c i p l e s ,  bu t  a re  i n  
f a c t  due t o  t h e  same p r i n c i p l e  app l y i ng  a t  two d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s .  
'Subjacency"  v i o l a t i o n s  a re  i n  our  terms ECP v io1a t " ions  a t  S -s t ruc tu re  
and "ECP v i o l a t i o n s "  a r e  i n  our  terms ECP v i o l a t i on : ;  a t  bo th  S- 
.~ - 
s t r u c t u r e  and LF. For  ad junc t  cha ins and [+HP.l-chains, s i nce  we have 
assumed f o l l o w i n g  Chomsky (1989 )  t h a t  no t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  occurs ,  ECP 
w i l l  be v i o l a t e d  b c t n  a t  S - s t r uc tu re  and a t  LF. 
L e t  us  i n v e s t i g a t e  i n  more d e t a i l  a  p o s s i b l e  f o r m a l i z a t i o n  o f  t h i s  
i n t u i t i v e  i dea .  We w i l l  adopt  L a s n i k  and S a i t o ' s  mechanism o f  v a l u e  
assignment t o  a  r - f e a t u r e  and assume a v iew  o f  
d e f i n e d  as f o l l o w s :  
t h e  ECP as a  f i l t e r  
2 4 3 )  * [ t [ - r ]  I 
A l l  t r a c e s  s a t i s f y i n g  t h e  ECP a t  S - s t r u c t u r e  w i l l  be ass igned  a  
p o s i t i v e  v a l u e  f o r  t h e i r  T - fea tu re .  A l l  t r a c e s  f a i l i n g  t h e  ECP a t  S- 
s t r u c t u r e  w i l l  be ass igned  a  n e g a t i v e  v a l u e  f o r  t h e i r  T - f e a t u r e .  The 
T - f i l t e r  a p p l i e s  f i r s t  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e ,  and t r a c e s  marked f o r  a  
n e g a t i v e  v a l u e  w i l l  v i o l a t e  t h e  S - s t r u c t u r e  T - f i l t e r ,  As assumed by  
L a s n i k  and S a i t o ,  a  f e a t u r e  v a l u e ,  once ass igned  t o  a t r a c e ,  cannot  be 
m o d i f i e d .  R e c a l l  t h a t  f o l l o w i n g  Chomsky ( 1 9 8 9 ) ,  we have assumed t h a t  
a t  L F  a l l  i n t e r m e d i a t e  t r a c e s  o f  a rgument -opera tor  c h a i n s  ( t h o s e  n o t  
i n  [+HR] p o s i t i o n )  w i l l  be d e l e t e d .  Consequent ly ,  f o r  complement 
e x t r a c t i o n ,  t h e  o n l y  rema in ing  t r a c e s  w i l l  be t h e  t r a c e s  i n  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  s i t e  o f  e x t r a c t i o n ,  wh ich  w i l l  have been marked f o r  a  
p o s i t i v e  T -va lue  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e  and w i l l  t h u s  s a t i s f y  t h e  LF  T - f i l t e r .  
Thus, argument -opera tor  c h a i n s  w i l l  o n l y  v i o l a t e  t h e  S - s t r u c t u r e  T- 
f i l t e r .  Fo r  a d j u n c t  c h a i n s  and [ + H R ]  c h a i n s ,  on t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  no t r a c e  
d e l e t i o n  scou rs .  Traces wh ich  have been marked n e g a t i v e l y  f o r  t h e i r  T- 
f e a t u r e  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e  w i l l  remain n e g a t i v e l y  marked a t  LF, 
Consequent ly ,  t h e  s d j u n c t  c h a i n s  and [+!iR] c h a i n s  wh ich  c o n t a i n  
n e g a t i v e l y  m?r1-,~,.' f a c e s  w i l l  s a t i s f y  n e i t h e r  t h e  S- : . t ruc ture  T - f i l t e r  
n o r  t h e  LF 'c-fi l t e r .  
I n  t h e  Lasnik  and S a i t o  framework, as w e l l  as i n  t h e  Barriers 
framework, t h i s  view o f  t h e  repeated a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP i s  no t  
poss ib l e ,  e s s e n t i a l l y  because o f  a  problem w i t h  t h e  absence o f  t h e  
t ha t - t  e f f e c t  w i t h  a d ~ u n c t  e x t r a c t i o n s .  I n  bo th  th12 L&S  framework and 
t h e  B a r r i e r s  framework, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  presence o f  an o v e r t  
complementizer does n o t  induce an ECP v i o l a t i o n  f o r  ad junc t  
e x t r a c t i o n s  i s  r a t h e r  s u r p r i s i n g .  I n  B a r r i e r s ,  Chomsky proposes t h a t  
t h e  presence o f  t h e  complementizer induces a  M i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r  f o r  
s u b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n .  C r u c i a l l y ,  however, t h e  M i n i m a l i t y  b a r r i e r  must be 
suppressed i n  cases o f  ad j unc t  e x t r a c t i o n  ou t  o f  r e g u l a r  s e n t e n t i a l  
complements. Chomsky assumes, f o l l o w i n g  Lasnik  and S a i t o ,  t h a t  t h e  ECP 
need n o t  be s a t i f i e d  f o r  ad junc t  cha ins  p r i o r  t o  LFv A t  LF, t h e  
complementizer d e l e t e s  and t hus  no longer  induces a m i n i m a l i t y  
b a r r i e r :  consequent ly ,  t h e  i n t e rmed ia te  t r a c e  o f  a long-d is tance  
e x t r a c t e d  ad junc t  i n  t h e  Spec o f  CP can p r o p e r l y  antecedent-govern i t s  
t r a c e .  
I n  our  framework, we have argued t h a t  b o t h  ad junc t  and o b j e c t  WH- 
phrases a d j o i n  t o  an i n t e rmed ia te  CP on t h e i r  way t o  a  h i g h e r  COMP. 
Thus, t h e  presence of an o v e r t  [-WHI cornplementizer i s  never expected 
t o  induce any ECP v i o l a t i o n .  Consequently, i n  cases o f  ad j unc t  
e x t r a c t i o n s  o u t  o f  s e n t e n t i a l  complements, t h e  ECP can be s a t i s f i e d  
d i r e c t l y  a t  S - s t r uc tu re  i n  our  framework. Ad junc t  cha ins can t hus  be 
assumed t o  be c rea ted  a t  S -s t ruc tu re  and checked f o r  t h e  ECP a t  b o t h  
S -s t r uc tu re  and LF. 
Note t h a t  ou r  view o f  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between "Subjacency v i o l a t i o n s "  
and "ECP v i o l a t i o n s "  as r e s u l t i n g  f rom a  successive a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  
ECP a t  S - s t r u c t u r e  and a t  LF  a l l ows  us t o  p a r t i a l l y  d e r i v e  t h e  no t ion  
of " s t r onge r "  v i o l a t i o n  u s u a l l y  a t tached  t o  ECP v i o l a t i o n s .  I n  t h e  
s tandard t heo ry ,  t h e r e  i s  no a  p r i o r i  reason why a  v i o l a t i o n  of t h e  
ECP should  be more "severe"  i n  terms o f  n a t i v e  speaker judgments than  
a v i o l a t i o n  o f  Subjacency. Both i n  some sense i n v o l v e  a n o t i o n  of 
l o c a l i t y  o f  antecedence. I n  our  v iew,  however, t h e r e  i s  a  s imp le  sense 
i n  which t h e  s t r onge r  v i o l a t i o n  m igh t  be der i ved :  t r a d i t i o n a l  ECP 
v i o l a t i o n s  induce ECP v i o l a t i o n s  a t  two l e v e l s  o f  r ep resen ta t i on  w h i l e  
t r a d i t i o n a l  Subjacency v i o l a t i o n s  induce ECP v i o l a t i o n s  a t  o n l y  one 
l e v e l  o f  r ep resen ta t i on .  The " s t r onge r "  v i o l a t i o n s  can be viewed as 
r e s u l t i n g  f rom cumula t i ve  ECP v i o l a t i o n s .  We thus  d e r i v e  t h e  s t r e n g t h  
o f  ECP v i o l a t i o n s  p a r t i a l l y  f rom a  cumula t i ve  e f f e c t ,  a  r a t h e r  n a t u r a l  
assumption. 
The q u a l i f i c a t i o n  " p a r t i a l l y " ,  however, i s  impor tan t .  I t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  
some types  o f  v i o l a t i o n s  which have been s tandard ly  regarded as ECP 
v i o l a t i o n s  i n v o l v e  no c u h u l a t i v e  v i o l a t i o n s :  t h i s  1s t r u e  i n  
p a r t i c u l a r  o f  cases o f  WH-in-situ a d j u n c t s . l T 5  Consider t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
case: 
f 2 4 4 ) *  Who bought t h i s  why ? 
I n  t h e  Lasnik  and S a i t o  ( 1 9 8 4 )  framework, t h e  unqrammat ica l i t y  o f  t h i s  
sentence i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  as an ECP v i o l a t i o n .  The LF r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of 
( 2 4 4 )  w i l l  be schema t i ca l l y  as  i n  ((245) 
----------- 
1 1 5 .  It i s  a l s o  t r u e  of any ECP v i o l a t i o n  i n  a language w i t h  WH-in- 
s i t u ,  f o r  ins tance  C h i n e s e ,  Japanese, H i n d i ,  e t c .  
(245)  [Whyj [whoi [ t i  bought t h i s  t j  I ] ]  
The i n t u i t i v e  idea behind Lasnik  and S a i t o ' s  approach i s  t h a t  t h e  
t r a c e  o f  t h e  ad junc t  cannot be antecedent-governed by t h e  WH-element 
why because t h e  s u b j e c t  WH-element occupies t h e  c-commanding 
complementizer p o s i t i o n .  I n  our  v iew, ( 2 4 5 )  can be seen as an Operator  
Opac i t y  v i o l a t i o n  a t  LF. Who, a  p o t e n t i a l  b i nde r  f o r  t h e  t r a c e  t j ,  i s  
a c l o s e r  b i nde r  f o r  t j  than  i t s  l e g i t i m a t e  antecedent why. Thus, t h e  
EcP i s  v i o l a t e d ;  bu t  s i nce  t h e  movement o f  why has occur red  o n l y  a t  
t h e  LF l e v e l ,  t h e  ECP w i l l  be v i o l a t e d  o n l y  a t  one ''eve1 o f  
r ep resen ta t i on ,  namely LF. A s t r i c t l y  cumu la t i ve  approach t o  t h e  ECP 
would p red- i c t  t h a t  t h e  t ype  o f  v i o l a t i o n  found i n  sentences such as 
( 2 4 5 )  i s  on a  par  w i t h  t y p i c a l  Subjacency v i o l a t i o n s .  As repo r t ed  i n  
t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  however, t h i s  t ype  o f  v i o l a t i o n  i s  u s u a l l y  perce ived  as 
more severe than  t he  v i o l a t i o n  o f  an argument e x t r a c t i o n  ou t  o f  a  WH- 
i s l a n d ,  f o r  i n s tance ,  such as t h e  example g iven  above i n  ( 2 3 7 ) .  I f  
t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  then  ( 2 4 5 )  shows t h a t  a  s i n g l e  v i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP 
a t  LF i s  i n h e r e n t l y  more severe than  a  s i n g l e  v i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  ECP a t  
S -s t r uc tu re ,  Consequently, t h e  cumu la t i ve  e f f e c t  o f  S - s t r u c t u r e  p l u s  
LF ECP v i o l a t i o n s  o n l y  p a r t i a l l y  d e r i v e s  t h e  s e v e r i t y  o f  ECP 
v i o l a t i o n s  f o r  o v e r t  s y n t a c t i c  movement. 
Some independent reasons might  p o s s i b l y  be found t o  e x p l a i n  t h i s  f a c t ;  
a  thorough i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  hH - i n - s i t u  const ruct ion: ;  would be requ i r ed  
t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  such a  p o s s i b i l i t y ,  however, and such an i n v e s t i g a t i o n  
i s  beyond t h e  scope o f  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n .  We thus  leave t h i s  t o p i c  f o r  
f u r t h e r  reasearch. For t h e  moment, we w i l l  s imp ly  admit  t h a t  f o r  
reasons t h a t  remain unc lea r ,  s i n g l e  v i o l a t i o n s  o f  t h e  ECP a t  LF induce 
a t  S - s t r u c t u r e .  Note,  however, t h a t  t h e  s t r i c t  d i v i s ' i o n  between LF 
and S - s t r u c t u r e  ECP v i o l a t i o n s  i s  i n  many cases an o v r ~ r s i m p 1 i f i c a t i o n .  
C l e a r l y ,  argument movement a l s o  occu rs  a t  LF,  b u t ,  as  has been claimed 
i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e ,  such movement v i o l a t e s  n e i t h e r  ECP n o r  Subjacency. 
Cons ider  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  case: 
( 2 4 6 )  Who wonders where we bought what? ( =  L&S 0 p .  1 
Acco rd ing  t o  L&S, t h i s  example i s  two-ways ambiguous:  t h e  a m b i g u i t y  i s  
due t o  t h e  f reedom o f  movement of what a t  LF, where 1 t  can t a k e  scope 
o v e r  e i t h e r  t h e  embedded sentence o r  t h e  m a t r i x  sentence.  T h i s  i s  
s c h e m a t i c a l l y  rep resen ted  i n  (247)  below: 
( 2 4 7 )  
a. [who wonders [wha t i  [where we bought ti 11 11 
b. [wha t i  [who wonders [where we bought t i  I]]] 
Assuming t h a t  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  sentences o f  t h e  t y p e  i n  ( 2 4 6 )  a r e  a  
prob lem f o r  o u r  approach.  I n  o u r  v iew,  b o t h  d e r i v a t i o n  (247)a .  and 
d e r i v a t i o n  (13 )b .  v i o l a t e  t h e  ECP a t  LF. I n  b o t h  cases,  we have a 
c l a s s i c a l  example o f  O p e r a t o r  O p a c i t y  v i o l a t i o n .  I f ,  as we have 
suggested above, E C ?  v i o l a t i o n s  a t  LF r e s u l t  i n  s t r o n g e r  v i o l a t i o n s  
th^ in ECP v i o l a t i o n s  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e ,  we p r e d i c t  t h a t  b o t h  d e r i v a t i o n s  
s h o u l d  l e a d  t o  s t r o n g  ECP v i o l a t i o n s .  T h i s  i s  c l e a r l y  t h e  wrong 
116 .  The p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  LF argument movement l eaves  no i n t e r m e d i a t e  
t r a c e s  i s  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  us. The o r i g i n a l  t r a c e  o f  what, ti i n  
( 2 4 7 )  needs t o  rece ive  a  p o s i t i v e  v a l u e  f o r  i t s  T - f e a t u r e  so  as 
t o  s a t i s f y  the  LF  T - f i l t e r .  T h i s  w i l l  be p o s s i b l e  o n l y  i f  ti i s  
One way o f  g e t t i n g  o u t  o f  t h i s  prob lem would be t o  .assume, as f i r s t  
proposed by Chomsky ( 1 9 8 2 ) , 1 1 7  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  i n  f a c t  two LF l e v e l s ,  
LF and LF' .  I f  so, we can f u r t h e r  assume t h a t  LF argument e x t r a c t i o n s  
t a k e  p l a c e  a t  LF i n  a  r e g u l a r  f a s h i o n ,  i . e . ,  l e a v i n g  i n t e r m e d i a t e  
t r a c e s  wherever needed. The o r i g i n a l  t r a c e  c f  ti i n  ( 2 4 7 )  i s  now a b l e  
t o  r e c e i v e  i t s  p o s i t i v e  v a l u e  f o r  t h e  T - f e a t u r e .  Next ,  t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  
o c c u r s ,  e r a s i n g  a l l  i n t e r m e d i a t e  t r a c e s  o f  t h e  WH-argument c h a i n s  
between t h e  l e v e l s  o f  LF and LF ' .  A t  L F ' ,  f i n a l l y ,  a l l  c h a i n s  a r e  
checked a g a i n  f o r  ECP v i o l a t i o n s .  Under t h i s  v iew ,  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  ECP 
c h e c k i n g  and t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  r e p e a t s  i t s e l f  between t h e  l e v e l  LF and 
L F ' ,  j u s t  a s  i t  o c c u r r e d  between t h e  l e v e l s  o f  S - s t r ~ u c t u r e  and LF. I n  
a sense, o u r  need f o r  a  l e v e l  o f  LF '  i s  j u s t  an e x p o s i t i o n a l  dev i ce .  
We can j u s t  as w e l l  imag ine t h a t  t h e  p rocess  o f  t r a c ' e  d e l e t i o n  occu rs  
whenever needed t o  e l i m i n a t e  a l l  t r a c e s  wh ich  a r e  p2.r-t o f  a  non- 
homogeneous c h a i n  a t  any g i v e n  p o i n t  i n  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  between S- 
s t r u c t u r e  and L F ,  conce ived  now as t h e  f i n a l  l e v e l  c f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  
ECP i s  s i m p l y  checked a f t e r  a l l  t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  has t a k e n  p l a c e  and 
r u l e s  o u t  any homegenous c h a i n  wh ich  c o n t a i n s  any t r a c e  w i t h  a 
n e g a t i v e  v a l u e  o f  i t s  - [ - fea ture .  R e c a l l  t h a t  i n  Choirsky's v iew,  wh ich  
we have adopted,  homogenous c h a i n s  a r e  a d j u n c t  c h a i n s  and [ tHR]  c h a i n s  
f o r  wh ich  t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  never  t a k e s  p l a c e .  I t  i s  o n l y  a t  t h i s  f i n a l  
----------- 
antecedent-governed a t  some l e v e l  of r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  G iven o u r  
assumpt ion t h a t  I P  i s  a b a r r i e r ,  t h e  WH-element r a i s e d  a t  LF w i l l  
never  be -abTe-"to d i  r e c t l  y  an tecedent -govern  ti . Thus, i f  LF ~ -- . 
movement o f  arguments proceeds w i t h o u t  l e a v i n g  i n t e r m e d i a t e  
t r a c e s ,  t i w i l l  r e c e i v e  a  n e g a t i v e  v a l u e  f o r  i t s  T - f e a t u r e  and 
t h e  sentence w i l l  be wrong ly  exc luded.  
117. C f .  a l s o  S a f i r  L I  1987)  f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  arguments. 
l e v e l  o f  r ep resen ta t i on ,  where a l l  t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  has taken place and 
o n l y  homegenous chains a re  l e f t ,  t h a t  ECP v i o l a t i o n s  w i l l  l ead  t o  
' s t r o n g "  v i o l a t i o n s .  
Assuming t h a t  t h i s  view of t he  d i s t i n c t i o n  between s t - ong  ECP > , 
v i o l a t i o n s  and weak ECP v i o l a t i o n s  i s  p l a u s i b l e ,  we s t i l l  need t o  deal  
w i t h  two impor tan t  problems. F i r s t ,  as has been argued, LF  movement o f  
arguments does no t  lead t o  Subjacency v i o l a t i o n s .  Secand, as i s  now 
w e l l  e s t a b l  
t h i s  p o i n t  
v i o l a t i o n s :  
rep resen ta t  
shed, Subjacency v i o l a t i o n s  a re  v a r i a b l e  i n  s t r eng th .  A t  
n  our  p roposa l ,  we can o n l y  d i s t i n g u i s h  two degrees o f  
ECP v i o l a t i o n s ,  which occur a t  t h e  f i n a l  l e v e l  o f  LF 
on and which we have c a l l e d  " s t r o n g "  ECP v i o l a t i o n s ,  and 
ECP v i o l a t i o n s  which occur a t  I n t e rmed ia te  p o i n t s  i n  a  d e r i v a t i o n  
between S -s t r uc tu re  and t h e  f i n a l  LF l e v e l  o f  r ep resen ta t i on ,  which we 
have c a l l e d  "weak" ECP v i o l a t i o n s .  I n  our  terms, s t r c n g  ECP v i o l a t i o n s  
correspond t o  ECP v i o l a t i o n s  i n  t h e  B a r r i e r s  framework, w h i l e  weak ECP 
v i o l a t i o n s  correspond by and l a r g e  t o  a l l  Subjacency v i o l a t i o n s  I n  t h e  
B a r r i e r s  framework, w i t h  t he  excep t ion  o f  LF argument movement, which 
i s  n o t  u s u a l l y  taken i n t o  account i n  most t h e o r i e s  of' Subjacency. 
'41th regard t o  t h e  f i r s t  problem, i t  has been argued by D,Pesetsky,1l8 
ccnt r -ary  t o  L&S, t h a t  an argument WH i n  s i t u  w i t h i n  - is lands leads t o  
some degree of v a r i a t i o n  i n  j jdgments .  I f  t h i s  i s  c o r r e c t ,  i t  may i n  
f a c t  p rov i de  some suppor t  f o r  our approach. Again, a  s o l u t i o n  t o  t h i s  
----------- 
1 1 8 .  Fo l l ow ing  Choe and N-ishlgauchi  Ref?? C f .  a l s o  Logombardi 
(unpubl ished)  r e f ? ?  
problem would r e q u i r e  an ex tens i ve  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  WH-in-situ 
cons t ruc t i ons ,  and is thus  beyond t h e  scope o f  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n ,  
4.7.2.2 Weak vs S t rong  Subjacency 
L e t  us t u r n  t o  t he  second problem, t h a t  o f  t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  t h e  
s t r e n g t h  o f  va r i ous  t ypes  of t y p i c a l  Subjacency v i o l a t i o n s .  Reca l l  
t h a t  i n  our  view no b a r r i e r  i s  crossed, under t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  
b a r r i e r  c ross i ng  which i s  used i n  t h e  Barriers framework. We can t hus  
no t  r e l y  on t h e  numbers o f  b a r r i e r s  be ing  crossed t o  eva lua te  t h e  
s t r e n g t h  o f  a  Subjacency v i o l a t i o n .  I n  every  case o f  i s l a n d  e x t r a c t i o n  
we have cons idered,  however, a  b a r r i e r  dominates a  t r a c e  which 
v i o l a t e s  t h e  ECP e i t h e r  because o f  a  f a i l u r e  o f  antecedent government 
o r  because o f  a  f a i l u r e  o f  head government o r  bo th .  
A p o s s i b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  coun t i ng  b a r r i e r s  f o r  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  
s t r e n g t h  o f  a  weak ECP v i o l a t i o n  would be t o  t ake  i n t o  account what I 
w i l l  c a l l  t h e  " f o r c e "  o f  a b a r r i e r .  Le t  us examine more p r e c i s e l y  t h e  
f o u r  cases o f  i s l a n d s  t h a t  we have cons idered,  namely ad junc t  i s l a n d s ,  
s u b j e c t  i s l a n d s ,  WH-islands, and complex NP i s l a n d s .  Consider f i r s t  
t h e  case o f  ad j unc t  i s l ands .  We have t h e  c o n f i g u r a t i o n  sketched i n  
( 2 4 8 ) :  
( 2 4 8 )  [ C P I  WH [ I P I . .  [r . . . . [ C P Z  AOV [ I P Z  ti [ I P ~ .  . . . .  ] ] ] ] ] I  
Reca l l  t h a t  as we proposed i n  t h e  p rev i ous  s e c t i o n ,  an adverb i n  
ad jo ined  t o  CP w i l l  induce an Operator-Opaci ty v io1c : t ion .  Under t h e  
d e f i n i t i o n  i n  ( 2 3 9 )  above, CP2 i s  a  b a r r i e r  f o r  t i  on two coun ts .  
F i r s t ,  i t  i s  a  b a r r i e r  by  i n h e r i t a n c e ,  s i n c e  i t  dominates I P 2 ,  a 
b l o c k i n g  ca tegory ,119 and second, i t  i s  a  b a r r i e r  because i t  I s  n o t  L- 
marked and i t  1s a  BC. 
L e t  us now t u r n  t o  a 
schemat ic  s t r u c t u r e  
( 2 4 9 )  [ C P I  WH [ I P I  
I P 1  i s  a  b a r r i e r  f o r  
case o f  e x t r a c t i o n  o u t  o f  a  s u b j e c t . 1 2 0  The 
i s  g i v e n  i n  ( 2 4 9 ) :  
[ C P Z  t l  [ C P ~  [ I P ~  . . .  I l l  [ I -  I I l l  
t h e  head government o f  t i .  A s  w i t h  a d j u n c t s ,  I P 1  
1s a  b a r r i e r  f o r  ti on two counts :  i t  i s  a  b a r r i e r  by i n h e r i t a n c e  f r o m  
CP2, and i t  i s  a  b a r r i e r  because i t  i s  i t s e l f  a  non-L-marked b l o c k i n g  
c a t e g o r y .  
N e x t ,  l e t  us t u r n  t o  t h e  case o f  WH-islands: 
2 5 0 )  [ C P I  WHi [ I P I  [ V P  V [ C P ~  WHi [ I P ~  t i  [ I P ~  . . .  . I ] ] ] ] ]  
I 
119. R e c a l l  t h a t  under o u r  v iew ,  CP i n h e r i t s  b a r r i e r r o o d  f rom I P  even 
a f t e r  a d j u n c t i o n ,  
120.  A l though  we have n o t  cons ide red  cases o f  e x t r a c t i o n s  o u t  o f  NPs, 
o u r  t h e o r y  makes t h e  r i g h t  p r e d i c t i o n  f o r  t h e  e x t r a c t i o n  o f  a 
complement o u t  of a s u b j e c t  NP. Assuming a d j u n c t i o n  t o  NP i s  
p o s s i b l e ,  we would ge t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t r u c t u r e :  
t 2  a d j o i n e d  t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  NP w i l l  f a i l  t o  be p r o p e r l y  antecedent -  
governsr!. IP  -is t h e  b a r r i e r  d o m i n a t i ~ g  t 2 .  I t  i s  a b a r r i e r  b o t h  
b y  i n h e r i t a n c e  and  by l a c k  o f  L-marking.  I t  i s  t h u s  a STRONG 
b a r r i e r ,  as we w i l l  d e f i n e  them below. Thus, e x t r a c t i o n  o u t  o f  a 
s u b j e c t  NP l eads  t o  a  s t r o n g  Subjacency v i o l a t l ~ n  as i n  B a r r i e r s .  
By ( 2 3 9 ) ,  CP2 i s  a  b a r r i e r  f o r  t i .  Note,  however, t h a t  CP2 i s  o n l y  a  
b a r r i e r  on one coun t ,  namely by i n h e r i t a n c e  f r o m  I ? .  
F i n a l l y ,  c o n s i d e r  t h e  case o f  CNP i s l a n d s ,  wh ich a r e  noun-complement 
s t r u c t u r e s :  
As we proposed e a r l i e r  i n  t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  t h e  upper segment o f  I P  i s  a  
b a r r i e r  f o r  t h e  head government o f  t i .  Note t h a t  he re  aga in ,  as i n  t h e  
case o f  WH-islands, NP i s  o n l y  a  b a r r i e r  on one c o u r t ,  namely by 
i n h e r i t a n c e  f r o m  C P 2 .  
From t h e  o b s e r v a t i o n  o f  these  f o u r  cases,  we come t c  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
c o n c l u s i o n :  t h e  b a r r i e r s  f o r  i s l a n d s  which a r e  u s u a l l y  cons ide red  t o  
induce s t r o n g  Subjacency v i o l a t i o n s  a r e  a l l  b a r r i e r s  on two coun ts ,  
b o t h  by l a c k  o f  L-marking and by inher i tance .They  a r e  c o n j u n c t i v e  
b a r r i e r s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  b a r r i e r s  g i v e n  e a r l i e r ,  i n  
t h e  sense t h a t  t h e y  meet b o t h  c o n d i t i o n s  on t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  
b a r r i e r s .  I n  i s l a n d s  which a r e  u s u a l l y  cons ide red  as i n d u c i n g  weak 
Subjacency v i o l a t i o n s ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  b a r r i e r s  domina t ing  t h e  
f a u l t y  t r a c e s  a r e  o n l y  b a r r i e r s  by I n h e r i t a n c e .  I n  o t h e r  words, t h e  
b a r r i e r s  o f  weak Subjacency i s l a n d s  a r e  d i s j u n c t i v e  b a r r i e r s .  We can 
t h e n  d e f i n e  t h e  f o r c e  o f  a  b a r r i e r  as f o l l o w s :  
2 5 2 )  T i s  a  STRONG b a r r i e r  f o r  13 i f f  ( a )  AND ( b )  
a. T Immed ia te l y  dominates 5,  5  a  BC f o r  13 
b .  T Is a  BC f o r  13 and K dominates 13 
( 2 5 3 )  T i s  a  WEAK b a r r i e r  f o r  13 i f f  ( a )  OR ( b )  
a. T immed ia te l y  dominates 5,  5 a  BC f o r  13 
b. T i s  a  BC f o r  13 and T dominates 13 
G iven t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  we have made between two t y p e s  o f  b a r r i e r s ,  we 
can now say t h a t  a  s t r o n g  Subjacency v i o l a t i o n  occu rs  whenever a 
f a u l t y  ( n e g a t i v e l y  marked f o r  a  r - f e a t u r e )  t r a c e  i s  dominated by a 
STRONG b a r r i e r ,  w h i l e  a  weak Subjacency v i o l a t i o n  w i l l  o b t a i n  whenever 
a  f a u l t y  t r a c e  i s  dominated by a  WEAK b a r r i e r ,  
L e t  us  t u r n  t o  one f i n a l  case. R e c a l l  t h a t  ( a s  d i s c o v e r e d  by  Obenauer 
and r e i n t e r p r e t e d  by R i z z i )  c e r t a i n  VP adverbs i nduce  a  Opera to r  
O p a c i t y  v i o l a t i o n s .  Consequenl ty these  adverbs i nduce  an ECP v i o l a t i o n  
f o r  a d j u n c t  e x t r a c t i o n .  As no ted  by R i z z i ,  however, t h e y  do n o t  i nduce  
S ~ b j a c e n c y  v i o l a t i o n s  f o r  o b j e c t  e x t r a c t i o n .  As we have assumed, VP 1s 
L-marked by I, Thus, VP i s  a b a r r i e r  on no coun ts  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  
d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  b a r r i e r s  g i v e n  above: i t  i s  L-marked and i t  n o t  a  
b a r r i e r  by i n h e r i t a n c e .  We t h u s  conc lude t h a t  i t  i s  c o m p l e t e l y  
t r a n s p a r e n t  f o r  Subjacency.  
We have g i v e n  a t e c h n i c a l  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  " s t r o n g "  and "weak" b a r r i e r s .  
I t  i s  p o s s i b l e ,  however, t h a t  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  f o r c e  can a l s o  r e s u l t  f rom 
o t h e r  f a c t o r s ,  such as t h e  semant ic  f o r c e  o f  t h e  o p e r a t o r  c o n t a i n e d  i n  
a  Spec o f  CP. Thus, f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  a  tensed CP i s  c o n c e i v a b l y  a  
s t r o n g e r  b a r r i e r  t h a n  an i n f i n i t i v a l  C P . l Z 1  S i m i l a r l y ,  whether may be 
a  weaker o p e r a t o r  t h a n  a  f u l l y  i n f o r m a t i v e  q u e s t i o n  word such as  who 
o r  what. I n  o t h e r  words, we a r e  t e n t a t i v e l y  s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  i n  
a d d i t i o n  t o  a  t e c h n i c a l  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  b a r r i e r h o o d  f o r c e ,  t h e r e  m i g h t  
be o t h e r  f a c t o r s ,  such as t e n s e  and l e x i c a l  c h o i c e s ,  e n t e r i n g  t h e  
n o t i o n  o f  t h e  f o r c e  o f  a  b a r r i e r .  We l e a v e  t h e  e x p l a r a t i o n  o f  t h e  
p l a u s i b i l i t y  o f  such an approach t o  Subjacency open f o r  f u r t h e r  
r e s e a r c h . 1 2 2  
4 . 7 . 3  Summary o f  c h a p t e r  I11 
We have suggested t h a t  Subjacency i s  i n  f a c t  a consequence o f  t h e  ECP 
a p p l y i n g  a t  S - s t r u c t ~ r e . ~ ~ ~  The way we see i t  i s  r o n g l y  as f o l l o w s :  T- 
m a r k i n g  a p p l i e s  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e  f o r  a l l  t y p e s  o f  e x t r a c t i o n s .  A t  S- 
s t r u c t u r e ,  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  an ECP v i o l a t i o n  depends on what we have 
c a l l e d  t h e  f o r c e  o f  a b a r r i e r .  The assessment o f  the! f o r c e  o f  a  
b a r r i e r  t a k e s  i n t o  account  t h e  b a r r i e r  d o m i n a t i n g  a n e g a t i v e l y  T -  
marked t r a c e .  T h i s  de te rm ines  whether t h e  v i o l a t i o n  i s  weak o r  s t r o n g  
i n  r e f e r e n c e  t o  a  f i r s t  s c a l e  t a k i n g  i n t o  account  o r l y  S - s t r u c t u r e  ECP 
v i o l a t i o n s .  A t  LF, i n t e r m e d i a t e  t r a c e s  o f  con-hcmogeneous c h a i n s  
----------- 
1 2 1 ,  P o s s i b l y  o n l y  a  [+Tense]  I P  makes CP a  b a r r i e r  by i n h e r i t a n c e .  
1 2 2 .  An i m p o r t a n t  aspec t  o f  a t h e o r y  of  Subjacency wh ich  we have n o t  
c o n s i d e r e d  i s  i t s  p a r a m e t r i c  v a r i a t i o n .  As c l a i m e d  by S p o r t i c h e  - -  
and R i z z i ,  t h e r e  a r e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  t y p e s  o f  Subjacency 
v i o l a t i o n  found i n  E n g l i s h  and t h o s e  found  i n  French and I t a l i a n .  I 
We l e a v e  t h i s  prob lem open f o r  f u t h e r  reasearch.  
123 .  T h i s  s u g g e s t i o n  bears  some s i m i l a r i t i e s  t o  Kayne's p roposa l  i n  
' E C P  E x t e n s i o n s " .  
d e l e t e .  Remaining t r a c e s  a r e  checked aga in  f o r  t h e i r  v a l u e  w i t h  
r e s p e c t  t o  t h e i r  r - f e a t u r e s .  E x t r a c t i o n s  c r e a t i n g  c h a i n s  wh ich  v i o l a t e  
t h e  ECP b o t h  a t  S - s t r u c t u r e  and a t  LF a r e  t h e  s t r o n g t i s t  t y p e  o f  
I 
v i o l a t  i o n s .  Schemat ica l  1  y ,  t h i s  t h e o r y  can be rep resen ted  as f o l  lows:  
( 2 5 4 )  Move a 
I 
I 
S-st  r u c t u  r e  
I 
I 
+ T ?  
/ \ 
+ /  \ - 
accepted f o r c e  o f  a  b a r r i e r  ? 
I I 
I I 
weak = ?  s t r o n g  = ? ?  
I I 
I I 
t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  
Move a 
I 
I 
t r a c e  d e l e t i o n  
I 
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